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more than this, we must find ways to give
them the recognition that is so long over-
due—theirs should be an honored place in
our Nation’s life. It israther embarrassing to
realize that the U, 8. 8. R. does much more
in the way of acknowledging the teacher’'s
contribution than we.

But I should warn you of a danger into
which the teaching profession is fallinz in
an effort to bring the standard of teaching
onto a higher plane. Graduate training for
teachers is placing all too much emphasis
- on method rather than upon context. There
is far too much demand for degrees than for
a true knowledge of subjects taught or of
the most important of all: understanding of
youth. Do not, I beg you, let this continue.

MATURE TEACHER PROGRAM

As we go searching about for more guali-
fied teachers, let us not forget that we have
a large reservoir of competent, mature
women, who for one reason or another have
left the teaching profession. Many are re-
luctant to come back to the schoolroom, how-
ever much they may want to, feeling they
have lost ground academically and have too
much to catch up with.

Dynamic Alice Leopold, head of the Wom=
en’s Bureau in Washington, is doing some-
thing constructive along this line. As As-
sistant to the Secretary of Labor for Wom-
en's Affairs, she has Instituted a program to
bring back some 10,000 such women.

You Californians have provided an excel-
lent example of how the refresher courses
should be conducted. I understand that at
State college here in San Francisco there
has been a very active program for prepar-
ing older women college graduates for fully
certified teaching positions. It is good to
know that currently there are some 130 col-
leges and universities offering programs of
this type, and the Women's Bureau receives
inquiries dally about them.

OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO YOUTH

It is my firm conviction that the school is
but an extension of the home—that there-
fore parents and teachers need each other
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if the student is to recelve a true education,
Parent-teacher assoclations are expressions
of the recognition of a shared responsibility
by two of what I might call the component
parts of the necessary cooperative action.
PTA's should be bulwarks of understanding,
They should be the basis upon which the
child's sense of security can be built. For
education is the preparation for the living
of life in a space age. Discipline, respect,
integrity, honor, faith in one’s self, and In
the Infinite are more needed today than at
any time since man came to live upon the
earth. Without these, today's youth will be
at a tragic disadvantage when life demands
their best.

Children are all any nation has with which
to build a future— and they must be given
the tools of courage, and vision, of determi-
nation, and falth and then they must use
them.

Today's young people speak a new language
to which we oldsters can well listen. It is
ours to give them every possible opportunity
based upon restraints and disciplines of body,
mind, and soul. It is theirs to use them to
build a new world.

WORLD LEADERSHIP RESPONSIBILITY

All over the Free World people are looking
to America for leadership—leadership that
is informed, intelligent, and inspired. Above
all, a leadership based upon a deep recogni-
tion that it 1s spiritual leadership the world
needs. While her first concern must neces-
sarlly be her 170 million citizens, she must
also consclentiously assume the grave re-
sponsibilities of world leadership.

Basie to any assumption of such leader-
ship is a fuller understanding of other peo-
ples, thelr hopes, their dreams, their ambi-
tions. At a time when our need for such
understanding is greatest, it is dieconcert-
ing to learn that fewer and fewer young peo-
ple are studying foreign languages, and that
history instruction is often inadequate to
familiarize them with past cultures and cther
countries to say nothing of their own.

As a young Nation, until recently insulated
by two oceans and the political gulf of iscla-
tionism, our orientation has been more in-
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ward than outward. Now we are challenged
to broaden our mental horizons as never
before, We are challenged to make our “In
God We Trust"” constantly more far reaching.
Words won't do 1t—only deeds will. We need
to challenge every phase of our living and
every step of our way.

Perhaps this that we call education, which
I would insist is preparation for the living of
life or is nothing, stands near the top of our
challenges. Because you who have made it
your profession are the first to want it to
answer the needs of tomorrow’s leaders, you
are here together, questioning and discussing
its possible faults and the possible lmprove-
ments that can be made. I have come to you
as Senator CHUrcH did that you may know
that both Houses of the Congress are deeply
concerned even as is President Eisenhower.
This Natlon of ours, conceived In a dream,
born of a vision, carries upon her young
shoulders a truly terrible responsibility. If
we are to be true to the trust the infinite
plan placed upon us we must be certain that
we still belleve that:

“A nation is not a tangible thing, not a
building of bricks and mortar that will crash
to ruins at the first strong blow. But it is
an echo of the past, and a whisper from the
future, the whole bound together with the
lives, the hopes, and the endeavors of mil-
lions of men and women."

We who believe this know that our youth
is all we have with which to bulld a future.
Are we giving them health, a wholesome pride
in their bodies, a deep curlosity about them-
gelves and their fellow men, an insatiable
desire for knowledge and for understanding,
a love of God and of His universe?

Yours is the task of so organizing the
ever-increasing knowledge man has been
given eo that it may be theirs to the extent
each boy and each girl—each young person—
can understand and use it.

May the Infinite give you wisdom and an
ever greater comprehension of His desire for
mankind upon this earth as you sit here in
conference and then separate to return to
your several fields of usefulness, stimulated
and refreshed by these days.

SENATE

TrurspAy, Marcua 20, 1958

(Legislative day of Monday, March 17,
1958)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

© God, our Father, our spirits are rest-
less until they find the rest of Thy pres-
ence; our hearts are empty and our lives
barren until Thou dost possess cur very
souls. Apart from Thee, feverish days
are but tangled tragedy devoid of mean-
ing, dignity, and beauty. In Thy radi-
ance, frivial rounds become sacraments,
and common days are glorified; even bit-
terness, disappointment, and failure are
redeemed.

This day, consecrate with Thy presence
the way our feet may go, and the hum-
blest work will shine and the rough places
be made plain, Suffer not any one of us,
by malice or contempt, to bruise the
rightful self-respect of any comrade by
our side. So help us to walk while it is
yet day, following the wounded footprints
of Him who, with so few hours in which
to labor, was able to say of the most di-
vine task, “It is finished.” We ask it in
His ever-blessed name. Amen.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION
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THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, March 19, 1958, was dis-
pensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
?g;ate by Mr, Miller, one of his secre-

ies.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H. R. 9369) to
authorize refunds by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration of amounts collected from

former servicemen by the Government
pursuant to guaranty of life insurance
premiums under the original Soldiers’
and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore:

H.R.7228. An act to clarify the applica-
tion of navigation rules for the Great Lakes
and their connecting and tributary waters,
and for other purposes; and

H. J. Res. 483. Joint resolution to amend
the act of August 20, 1964, establishing a
commission for the celebration of the 200th

anniversary of the birth of Alexander
Hamilton,

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 9369) to authorize re-
funds by the Veterans’ Administration
of amounts collected from former serv-
icemen by the Government pursuant to
guaranty of life insurance premiums
under the original Soldiers’ and Sailors’
Civil Relief Act of 1940, was read twice
by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare,
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
there may be the usual morning hour,
during which Senators may present pe-
titions and memorials, introduce bills,
and transact other routine business; and
in that connection I ask unanimous con-
sent that statements be limited to 3
minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:
AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, RELAT-

ING TO EXTENSION OF UNEMPLOYMENT IN=-

SURANCE SYSTEM TO EX-SERVICEMEN

A letter from the Under Secretary of La-
bor, transmitting a draft proposed legisla-
tion to amend title XV of the Social Security
Act to extend the unemployment insurance
system to ex-servicemen, and for other pur-
poses (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Finance.

AvpiT REPORT ON UNITED STATES SECTION,
INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER
CoMMISSION
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, an audit report on the United States

Bection, International Boundary and Water

Commission, United States and Mexico, De-

partment of State, for the fiscal years ended

June 30, 1956, and 1957 (with an accompany-

ing report); to the Committee on Govern-

ment Operations.

REPORT ON EXAMINATION OF NEGOTIATION OF
Fiwar Price WiTH McDONNELL AIRCRAFT
Corp.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on examination of the negotl-
ation of a final price under Department of
the Alr Force contract AF 33 (600)—8743, with
McDonnell Aircraft Corp., St. Louis, Mo.,
dated March 19568 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

REPORT ON REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES OF OVERHAUL
AND REPAIR DEPARTMENTS, NAVAL AIR STA-
TIONS
A letter from the Comptroller General of

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to

law, a report on review of activities of over-
haul and repair departments, naval air
stations, Department of the Navy, dated

March 1958 (with an accompanying report);

to the Committee on Government Op-

erations,

ProPOSED AMENDMENTS To CHAPTER X OF

BANEKERUPTCY ACT
A letter from the Chalrman, Securities

and Exchange Commission, Washington, D.

C., transmitting nine drafts of proposed leg-

islation to amend chapter X of the Bank-

ruptcy Act (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS

Three letters from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant
to law, copies of orders suspending depor-
tatlon of certain aliens, together with a
statement of the facts and pertinent pro-
vislons of law pertaining to each alien, and
the reasons for ordering such suspension
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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GRANTING OF STATUS OF PERMANENT RESI-
DENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS
A letter from the Commissioner,
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
coples of orders granting the applications for
permanent residence filed by certain aliens,
together with a statement of the facts and
pertinent provisions of law as to each alien,
and the reasons for granting such applica-
tions (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:
Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

“Resolutions memorializing the Congress
and the President of the United States to
enact and enforce legislation to imple-
ment the decisions of the Supreme Court
of the United States outlawing segrega-
tion in the public-school system

“Whereas the Supreme Court of the United
States on the 17th day of May, 1954, by
unanimous decision held that ‘in the field
of public education the doctrine of separate
but equal has no place"; and

“Whereas the same Court expressed its
desire that its decision should be complied
with ‘with all deliberate speed’; and

“Whereas the 14th amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States provides that
no State shall deny to any person within its
jurisdiction equal protection of the laws;
and

“Whereas the interests of orderly Govern-
ment demand that respect and compliance
be given to orders issued by courts possessed
of jurisdiction of persons and subject mat-
ter: Therefore be it

“Resolved that the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts respectfully urges the Congresss
and President of the United States to en-
act and enforce legislation to implement the
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United
States outlawing segregation in the public-
echool system; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Com-
monwealth transmit forthwith coples of
these resolutions to the President of the
United States, to the presiding officer of
each branch of the Congress of the United
States, and to each Member thereof from
this Commonwealth.

““House of representatives, adopted March
4, 1958.

“LAWRENCE R. GROVE,
“Clerk.

“Senate, adopted In concurrence March 10,
1958.

“IrnvinG N. HAYDEN,
“Clerk.

“A true copy.

“Attest:

“EpwARD J. CRONIN,
“Secretary of the Commonwealth.”

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare:

“Resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States to establish a National
Scientific Academy in Massachusetts

“Whereas His Excellency the Governor, in
his annual message declared: ‘Recent events
in the shrinking universe in which we live
have focused the attention of the American
people on our educational requirements, par-
ticularly in the field of science. Massa-
chusetts is the national center of research
and advanced knowledge in the field of mod-
ern technology and nuclear physics. I have
since 1949, continuously advocated the
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establishment of a United States Scientifie
Academy’; and
“Whereas the Commonwealth of Massa=
chusetts with its advanced private universi-
ties and leading electronic and other allied
industries would provide a likely and fruit-
ful location for the teaching, study, research,
development, and exchange of scientific in=
formation and knowledge: Therefore be it
“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts hereby memorializes the Congress
of the United States requesting that the
Congress pass all necessary legislation and
appropriate sufficient funds to establish a
National Scientific Academy; and be it
Turther
“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the
Commonwealth to the Presiding Officer of
each branch of Congress and to the Members
thereof from this Commonwealth.
“House of representatives, adopted, March
4, 1958.
“LAWRENCE R. GROVE,
“Clerk.
“Senate, adopted in concurrence, March
10, 1958.
“IRVING N. HAYDEN,
“Clerk.
“A frue copy.
“Attest:
“EpwWARD J, CRONIN,
“Secretary of the Commonwealth.”

A resolution adopted by the Nanticoke
Aerje 834, Fraternal Order of Eagles, of Nan-
ticoke, Pa., favoring the enactment of the
bill (8. 3138) to prohibit the discrimination
because of age in the hiring and employ-
ment of persons by Government contractors;
to the Committee on Lebor and Public Wel-
fare.

Resolutions adopted at the 1958 midyear
meeting of the house of delegates of the
American Bar Association, Chicago, Ill., re-
lating to administrative agency practice and
procedure and the desirability of a code of
agency-tribunal standard of conduct; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
(for himself and Mr. THURMOND) :

Three concurrent resolutions of the Legis-
lature of the State of South Carolina; to the
Committee' on Armed Services:

“Concurrent resolution memorializing Con-
gress to prevent the elimination of the 51st
Infantry Division of the National Guard

“Whereas information has been received
that the Army plans tentatively to eliminate
six National Guard divisions as part of its
program to reduce guard strength; and

“Whereas one of the divisions would be
the 51st Infantry Division made up for the
most part of guardsmen from South Caro-
lina; and

“Whereas it is the sense of this body that
no State should be without its National
Guard; and

“Whereas the Natlonal Guard is necessary
and its strength vital to the future of the
country; and

“Whereas the guard is composed of dis-
ciplined volunteers accustomed to a chain of
command, who are well trained and are as
necessary to our defense in the light of a
threat of a national emergency as any man-
power group and as essential as any defensive
weapon: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the house of representatives
(the sencte concurring), That Congress be
memorialized to prevent the elimination of
the 51st Infantry Division of the National
Guard; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to each United States Senator
from South Carolina, each Member of the
House of Representatives from South Caro-
lina, the Senate of the United States, and
the House of Representatives of the United
States.

“I hereby certify that the foregoing 1s a
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted
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by the South Carolina House of Representa-
tives and concurred in by the Senate.
“Ines WATSON,
“Clerk of the House™
“concurrent resolutions memeorializing Con-
gress to take the necessary action to carry
out its prior appropriations and cause the

Bureau of the Budget of the United States

to release funds appropriated for the reno=-

vation and construction of National Guard

Armorles

“Whereas the Congress of the United
States by its official acts appropriated funds
to be expended for the construction and
renovation of National Guard Armories; and

“Whereas the General Assembly of the
State of South Carolina, relylng in good
faith upon the actions of Congress in so ap-
propriating these funds, has appropriated
$200,000 by Act No. 473 of the Acts of 1957;
and

“Whereas, the Bureau of the Budget of
the United States of America in contraven-
tion of the will of the Congress of the United
States and the General Assembly of the State
of Bouth Carolina has refused to release the
funds appropriated by the Congress of the
United States and has failed to provide the
matching monies and funds promised to the
several States by the Congress of the United
States: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the house of representa-
tives (the senate ooncurring) : That Congress
be memorialized to enact such laws or take
such actions as are necessary to force the
Bureau of the Budget of the United States
to comply with its wishes in appropriating
funds for the construction and renovation
of National Guard Armories in the several
States; be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be forwarded to the President of the United
States, to each United States Senator from
South Carolina, to each Member of the
House of Representatives to Congress from
South Carolina, to the Senate of the United
States and to the House of Representatives
of the United States.

“I hereby certify that the foregolng is a
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted
by the South Carolina House of Representa-
tives and concurred in by the Senate.

“INEZ WATSON,
“Qlerk of the House”

“Concurrent resolution memorlalizing the
members of the Congressional dslegation
from South Carolina to exert their efforts
and influence in behalf of retaining the
National Guard units at full strength

“Whereas it has come to the attention of
the General Assembly of South Carolina that
there is a possibility of a reduction in
gtrength in National Guard units; and

‘“Whereas it is the bellef of the members
of the General Assembly of South Carolina
that these units are most valuable and nec-
essary for defense and for the preservation
of sovereign rights of the people of South
Carolina: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the house of representatives
(the senate concurring), That the members
of the Congressional delegation from South
Carolina utilize their efforts and influence to
retain the National Guard units in South
Carolina at their present strength; be it fur-
ther

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to each of the Senators and Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives in the
Congress from South Carolina.

“I hereby certify that the foregolng is a
true and correct copy of a resolution adopted
by the South Carolina House of Representa-
tives and concurred in by the Senate.

“INEZ WATSON,
“Clerk of the House.,”

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
am happy to join my colleague in pre-
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senting these memorials from the Gen-
eral Assembly of South Carolina, urging
that the South Carolina National Guard,
including the 51st Division, be main-
tained at full strength, and that the
Bureau of the Budget release the funds
Congress has appropriated for the reno-
vation and construction of National
Guard Armories.

The National Guard is an essential
and vital part of our Defense Establish-
ment. It provides a means for main-
taining a large pool of trained men, at a
relatively low cost to the Government.
With the tremendous expense that is in-
volved in modern national defense, it is
absolutely essential that we keep our
National Guard and Reserve units at a
high level of readiness.

The National Guard is a branch of
our armed services that has the whole-
hearted and enthusiastic support of the
citizenry in the towns and cities where
its units are based. It makes for citizen
participation in our national defense,
in a direct and active way. It con-
tributes, in no small measure, to the
economic stability of the towns and
cities.

The Armed Forces Reserves, of which
the Nationa! Guard is an integral part,
have always constituted the “minute
men"” on which we relied in national
emergency. Too often these Reserve
forces have been neglected so that in
the crucial hour they were not large
enough or well enough equipped to meet
the demands of the time. We must not
allow our Reserve forces to fall below
strength again.

These resolutions express the senti-
ments of the overwhelming majority of
the people of South Carolina, and, I feel
sure, the sentiments of most of the
people of the Nation. The Senate
would aect wisely to follow the senti-
ments expressed in these resolutions.

The President pro tempore laid before
the Senate three concurrent resolutions
of the Legislature of the State of South
Carolina, identical with the foregoing,
which were referred to the Committee
on Armed Services.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on
Finance, without amendment:

H.R. 8268. An act to amend section 512 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (Rept.
No. 1402).

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee
on Interlor and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

B8.2715. A Dbill to disestablish the Balls
Bluff National Cemetery, Loudoun County,
Virginia, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
1403); and

S.3087. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of Fort Clatsop National Memorial in
the State of Oregon, and for other purposes
(Rept. No, 1404).

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

5.2818. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain land of the United States to
the city of Salem, Oreg. (Rept. No. 1405).

By Mr. YOUNG, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, with an amend-
ment:

5.668. A bill to remove wheat for seeding
purposes which has been ftreated with
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polsonous substances from the *“unfit for
human consumption” category for the pur-
poses of section 22 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1933 (Rept. No. 1408).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MORTON:

5.3524. A bill to change the name of the
Markland locks and dam to McAlpine locks
and dam: to the Committee on Public
Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. MorToN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

8.85256. A bill for the relief of Christos
Psihoglos; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. HILL:

B.3526. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 50 as to allow a deduction
from gross income for expenses incurred by
a teacher for his further education; and

5.3527. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 so as to allow an additional
income exemption for an individual who is
a student at an institution of higher educa~-
tion; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine (for herself
and Mr. Payne) (by request):

5 3528. A bill for the relief of Denes de-
Torok; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. THYE:

5.8529. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Navy to transfer certain surplus prop-
erty to Lt. Jack Tuck; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. THYE when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr, PAYNE (for himself and Mrs.
SnuTi of Maine) :

5. 3630. A bill to amend the Fisheries Co-
operative Marketing Act; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. PAYnNe when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr, CASE of South Dakota:

8.3531. A bill to authorize the interment
of Sfc. Donley M. Harris In the Black
Hills National Cemetery in South Dakota;
to the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. LANGER:

5.3532. A biill for the rellef of John J.

Klein; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MONRONEY (for himself, Mr.
SmaTHERS, and Mr. PAYNE) :

B5.3533. A bill to amend the definition of
the term “Airport development” in the Fed-
eral Airport Act, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. SYMINGTON:

5.3534. A bill to authorize the Becretary
of the Army to convey approximately 181
acres of land at Fort Crowder Military Res-
ervation to the city of Neosho, Mo.; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

CHANGE OF NAME OF MARKLAND
LOCKS AND DAM TO McALPINE
LOCKS AND DAM

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference, a bill
to change the name of the Markland
locks and dam on the Ohio River to
the McAlpine locks and dam. Mark-
land locks and dam currently is under
construction. It is located some 450
miles upstream from the mouth of the
Ohio River and about one mile above
the Indiana community of Markland,
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from which it draws its present identi-
fication.

Work on the project was started in
March 1956, and is scheduled for com-
pletion by June 1962. The Markland
project will cost an estimated $71.3 mil-
lion, and it will replace locks 35 through
39 on the Ohio River.

It is customary for the United States
Corps of Engineers to designate each
project with a geographical identifica-
tion. Likewise, it has become customary
to rechristen many of these projects to
memoralize the name and accomplish-
ments of an individual who gave of his
devotion and talent to enrich the life
of the community which he served.

Such a man was Mr. William H. Mc-
Alpine, whose contribution to flood con-
trol, power and navigation projects reads
like a Who's Who in the history of
American waterways development, par-
ticularly along the Ohio River. Mr.
McAlpine was one of the foremost civil
engineers in the United States Army
Corps of Engineers. He has long been
remembered in the Ohio Valley for his
services in connection with the planning
and construction of navigation dams on
the Ohio River. The huge industrial
growth along the “Ruhr of America” can
be attributed largely to this dependable
waterway, which is now carrying at mod-
erate cost over 70 million tons of freight
annually.

Mr. McAlpine was born in Lawrence,
Mass.,, on August 22, 1874. Following
graduation from the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology in 1896; he worked
on engineering projects from Massachu-
setts to California for about 6 years. In
1902, he became a junior engineer in the
Corps of Engineers’ Cincinnati district
office to design and be in charge of con-
struetion of lock No. 10 on the Kentucky
River. Four years later he was named
assistant engineer, and in this capacity
was in local charge of the operation and
maintenance of all locks and dams on
the Kentucky River. In November 1912
he became principal assistant to the dis-
trict engineer in Louisville, and was ap-
pointed district engineer in June 1919, a
position he held until December 1930.

During this period, he directed con-
struction of dams 43, 44, 45, 46, 49, 50, 51,
52, and 53. This system of nine navi-
gational locks and dams below Louis-
ville was developed under his guidance
and made the stream into a water high-
way which fostered the Ohio Valley’s
great industrial expansion. He left the
Louisville district in December 1930 for
a 4-year assignment that put him in
charge of design and construction of up-
per Mississippi River locks and dams.
In 1934, he came to Washington as
Chief of the Engineering Division of the
Office, Chief of Engineers, United States
Army. He remained with the Chief En-
gineer’s Office in various important ca-
pacities until his death on November 1,
1956. As a special assistant to the Chief
of Engineers he was a member of con-
sulting boards for a very large number of
dams for flood control, hydroelectric
power and navigation. He also was a

member of the consulting board for the
Tennessee Valley Authority and the con-
sulting board named to consider changes
in the existing Panama Canal.

At his
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death, he was a consultant to the Chief
of Engineers.

Mr. McAlpine held membership in sev=
eral professional engineering societies
and organizations, and in 1946 received
the War Department Exceptional Civil=-
ian Service Medal in recognition of his
outstanding devotion and accomplish-
ments. His friends have long believed
that his modesty has prevented full rec-
ognition of his outstanding work, and
several organizations have endorsed
changing the name of the Markland
Dam fo McAlpine Dam as a permanent
tribute to his memory. Many of the
Ohio River locks and dams huilt under
Mr. McAlpine’s direction are fast becom-
ing vietims of progress. The Ohio River
development program proposes a series
of new dams which will eliminate these
old installations. I believe it most ap-
propriate that the Markland project be
renamed in his honor. It will perpetu-
afe the region’s memory of a gentleman
whose contribution to its economic well-
being was immense and should be re-
membered.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 3524) to change the name
of the Markland locks and dam to
McAlpine locks and dam, introduced by
Mr. MorTON, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Public Works.

AMENDMENT OF FISHERIES COOP-
ERATIVE MARKETING ACT

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and my colleague, the
senior Senator from Maine [Mrs.
SmrtH], I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to amend the Fisheries
Cooperative Marketing Act. Iask unan-
imous consent that the bill, together
with a statement which I have prepared,
be printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
bill and statement will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3530) to amend the Fish-
eries Cooperative Marketing Act, intro-
duced by Mr. PaynE (for himself and
Mrs. SMITH), was received, read twice
by its title, referred to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled
“An act authorizing assoclations of pro-
ducers of aquatic products,” approved June
25, 1934 (48 Stat. 1213; 15 U. S. C. 521-522)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“Sec. 3. No association of persons en=
gaged in the fishery industry as fishermen
catching, collecting, or cultivating aquatic
products, or as planters of aguatic products
on public or private beds, and no officer,
agent, employee, or member of any such
association, shall be subject to the provi-
slons of the Antitrust Acts with respect to
any activity incident to the ecatching, col-
lecting, cultivating, processing, or market-
ing of aquatic products. As used in this
section, the term ‘Antitrust Acts' shall have
the meaning given to such term by section
4 of the act entitled ‘An act to create a Fed-
eral Trade Commission, to define its powers
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and duties, and for other purposes’, ap-
proved September 26, 1914 (38 Stat. 719;
15 U.5.C.44).”

The statement presented by Mr.
Pavne is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAYNE

This bill would amend the Fisheries Co-
operative Marketing Act of 1934 to provide
that neither individual fishermen nor non=-
profit fishermen associations shall be sub-
Ject to the antitrust laws with regard to
fishing activities. The bill is intended to
give American fishermen the same statutory
treatment as is accorded to farmers under
sectlon 6 of the Clayton Act of 1914 which
provides that “nothing * * * in the anti-
trust laws shall * * * forbld the existence
and operation of * * * agricultural or hor-
ticultural organizations instituted for * * *
mutual help, and not having capital stock
or conducted for profit. * * * Nor shall
such organizations or the members there-
of, be held or construed to be illegal com-
binations or conspiracies in restraint of
trade under the antitrust laws."

The Fisherles Cooperative Marketing Act
of 1934 was patterned after the Capper-Vol-
stead Act of 1922 which gave agricultural
marketing cooperatives an exemption from
the antitrust laws. For many years it was
assumed that fishermen enjoyed the same
status as farmers under the antitrust laws
but it is now contended that the 1934 act, by
its terms, is limited to marketing coopera-
tives and does not exempt individual fisher-
men or nonprofit fishermen's associations
which fall short of being cooperatives.

The problem created by the present inter-
pretation of the provisions of the 1934 act
was brought into sharp focus last summer
when the Maine Lobstermen’s Assoclation
a8 an organization and its president as an
individual were indicted by the Depart-
ment of Justice for a conspiracy in re-
straint of trade. The case developed when
an oversupply of lobsters during the sum-
mer months drove the price down to a
point where the fishermen felt they could
no longer operate their boats. This over-
supply of lobsters was caused by early shed-
ding and by large imports of Canadian lob-
sters. In an effort to improve the critical
economie situation within the lobster in-
dustry the Maine lobster fishermen stopped
fishing in order to reduce the supply so that
the price would return to a reasonable level,
This action led to a Federal grand jury in-
vestigation which in turn resulted in the
indictment of the Maine Lobstermen’s As-
sociation and its president for a conspiracy
in restraint of trade.

This case is presently pending before the
Federal district court in Portland, Maine,
and the trial is scheduled to be held in May.
It should be made absolutely clear that the
bill which I have introduced and these re-
marks are in no way intended to infiuence
or affect the pending litigation. The bill
would have no retroactive effect, and the
pending case would be decided strictly un-
der the provisions of law existing at the time
the controversy arose.

The Department of Justice maintains that
it had no alternative but to prosecute under
the existing law. The question of whether
or not there actually was a conspiracy in
restraint of trade will be decided by the
courts in due course. It may be several
years, however, before this case is finally ad-
judicated. Unless prompt legislative ac-
tion is taken to clarify the present law, fish-
ermen will not know for several years
whether it is permissible for them to attempt
to take concerted action to obtain a fair
price for their catch.

While the current case is being adjudi-
cated on its facts under existing law, it is
entirely appropriate for the Congress to de-
termine whether or not the law should be
clarified insofar as it would affect lobster




4840

eatches for future years. This is entirely in
keeping with the separation of powers be-
tween the judicial and legislative branches
of our Government.

Unless legislative action 1s taken the lob-
ster industry will be in a complete quan=
dary in regard to permissible pricing policles;
gnd the individual lobsterman will be at the
mercy of the dealer as far as price is con-
cerned unless he is willing to run the risk
of prosecution for violation of the antitrust
laws—a risk that neither the farmer nor
laborer has to run in bargaining for a fair
return for his produce or labor.

Actually this question as to whether or
not nonprofit fishermen’s associatlons are
exempt from the provisions of the antitrust
laws is not limited to the lobster Industry
but could involve many other segments of
the fishing industry.

Enactment of this legislation will give
every American fisherman the right to bar-
galn individually or collectively for a falr
price for his catch without fear of prosecu-
tion under the antitrust laws.

INCREASED ANNUITIES TO CER-
TAIN ANNUITANTS FROM CIVIL
SERVICE RETIREMENT AND DIS-
ABILITY FUND—AMENDMENTS

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, yester-
day the majority leader stated that it was
his intention to call up by motion Cal-
endar No. 727, which is Senate bill 72, to
increase annuities payable to certain an-
nuitants from the ecivil-service retire-
ment and disability fund and for other

S.

I advised the majority and minority
Jeaders that after consultation with rep-
resentatives of the National Association
of Retired Civil Workers, I was author-
ized to offer amendments to the bill
which will make some reductions in the
original bill, but will still have their ap-
proval.

I now submift the proposed amend-
ments for printing, and ask that they
lie on the table until such time as the
Senate considers S. 72.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendments will be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL AID
HIGHWAY ACT OF 1956—ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
Senators Revercome and KucHEL may be
added as additional cosponsors of the
bill (S. 3414) to amend and supplement
the Federal Aid Highway Act, approved
June 29, 1956, to authorize appropria-
tions for continuing the construction of
highways, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by me, on March 6, 1958.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

TECHNICAL CHANGES IN FEDERAL
EXCISE TAX LAWS—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSOR OF AMENDMENT
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the name of

the Senafor from Idaho [Mr. CHURcH] be
added as an additional cosponsor of pro=-

posed Amendment A of February 24, 1958,

to the bill (H. R. 7125), to make technical

changes in the Federal excise tax laws,
and for other purposes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

This proposed amendment relates to
the tax on the transportation of persons
and property.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With=-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC. PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

By Mr. LONG:

Statement by him relative to visit to the
Senate by students and chaperones of
Metaire Park (La.) County Day School.

By Mr. FULBRIGHT:

Newsletter dated February 26, 1958, from
Representative Georce McGoveErN, of South
Dakota, on the subject of education.

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA-
TIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. President, the
following nominations have been referred
to and are now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Joseph Stockinger, of New York, to be
United States marshal, for the eastern
district of New York, for the term of 4
years, vice William E. Smith, deceased.

Jack D. H. Hays, of Arizona, to be
United States attorney, for the district of
Arizona, for a term of 4 years.

Louis O. Aleksich, of Montana, to be
United States marshal, for the district of
Montana, for the term of 4 years.

Duncan Wilmer Daugherty, of West
Virginia, to be United States attorney,
for the southern district of West Virginia,
for a term of 4 years, reappointment.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in these nominations
to file with the committee, in writing, on
or before Thursday, March 27, 1958, any
representations or objections they may
wish to present concerning the above
nominations, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear at
any hearings which may be scheduled.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF JOHN F. DYER TO BE
SEVENTH JUDGE OF THE FIRST
CIRCUIT, CIRCUIT COURTS, TER-
RITORY OF HAWAII

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I desire to give notice that a public
hearing has been scheduled for Thursday,
March 27, 1958, at 10:30 a. m., in room
424 Senate Office Building, upon the
nomination of John F. Dyer, of Hawaii,
to be seventh judge of the first circuit,
circuit courts, Territory of Hawaii, for
the term of 6 years, vice Calvin C. Me-
Gregor, term expired.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the above nomination
may make such representations as may
be pertinent. The subcommittee consists
of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JornsTon], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. JennER], and myself, as chairman.

March 20

FAVORABLE ASPECTS OF THE
ECONOMIC SITUATION

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, among
our people there is so much pessimism
in regard to the economic picture that
it might be well for us to stop and take
a look at some developments that are
taking place, and that should, in the
near future, bring about a vigorous, dy-
namic upswing in our economy.

In the present business recession, we
are inclined to lock at the valleys; but
at the foothills there are indicators
which assure increased employment and
greatly increased gross national produc-
tion. So, Mr. President, instead of look-
ing continuously at the gloomy side of
the picture, let us look at some facts that
should give encouragement to the faint-
hearted.

I am listing seven items that are based
on the present situation, and the pros-
pects for their growth and expansion.
They were furnished to me by one of the
good business analysts of our country.
They are as follows:

First. Steel output: The present an-
nual rate of steel output is about 71 mil-
lion tons. At some point in 1958, steel
production is likely to cross an annual
rate of 115 million tons. Moreover, at
some poinf between now and expiration
of the present labor contract, the indus-
try will find itself producing at a rate of
between 115 million and 120 million tons.

Second. Defense orders: The place-
ment of new orders has begun a rising
trend. The annual rate should advance
from the $12 billion level of last fall up
to about $26 billion.

Third. Gross national product: In the
fourth quarter of last year, the gross
national product was at an annual rate
of about $434 billion. By the fourth
quarter of 1958, we expect at least $10
billion more than that—in other words,
an upswing of $10 billion from the
fourth quarter of 1957 to the fourth
quarter of this year.

Fourth. Consumer expenditures: The
prospect for the fourth quarter of 1958 is
an increase in annual rates, as follows:
For services, about $6 billion; for retail
sales, about $6 billion—or a combined
increase of $12 billion over the amount
for the fourth quarter of 1957,

Fifth. Residential building: In the
fourth quarter of this year it should be
6 percent to 8 percent higher than for
the fourth quarter of 1957.

Sixth. Bank credit: For 1958, total
bank credit—loans and investment—
should increase by more than $5 billion.

Seventh. Science and defense: Last
year, America spent about $8.5 billion for
science, research, and development.
That includes what the Government
spent, what private industry spent, and
what universities spent. Nearly one-
half of the total was related to defense.
In 1958, the total figure should increase
by more than $1 billion. It probably
will keep going up; and, in 1960, the an-
nual amount for science, research, and
development in the American economy
should reach $12 billion.

In view of the above indicators, I think
our people and our Nation can well look
forward with great confidence to an
early period of prosperity.
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In its issue of March 13, the Topeka
State Journal published an editorial en-
titled “We Ride Off in All Directions?”
I commend it to the Senate, and ask
unanimous consent that it be made a
part of these remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oRD, as follows:

WE RipE OFF 1IN ALL DIRECTIONS?

Chaos is almost a soft word for the free-for-
all competition in Washington to lavish the
costliest remedies on an economy that may
not really be very sick, or that might get
well quicker and stay well longer under its
own power.

Basing their fears on a rising unemploy-
ment in certain localities, a few voices in
both parties have been calling for increased
unemployment payments to the jobless.

Meanwhile some citizens wonder what the
definition of joblessness is. What is unem-
ployment?

A breadwinner who is laid off through no
fault of his or her own is out of a job, to be
sure. He needs the work and is unable to
get a job. He is unemployed by any fair defi-
nition, of course. But is a person genuinely
unemployed who was working so that the
family would have extra income and a high-
er-than-usual standard of living—Iis this per-
son really unemployed when laid off?

In other words, should the definition of
unemployment be based on need to work
rather than the mere desire or decision to
work? And how many hundreds of thou-
sands or millions would be shaved off the
current unemployment total if the standard
of need were the test? If all persons over 16
decided to work, then must the economy be
expected to supply that many jobs? Would
all who did not find jobs be classed as un-
employed in such a case?

Then, some other Senators called for a
new PWA or WPA. But is this business dip
already a depression? By what fair test?
The younger folks who don’t remember the
dirty thirties can of course be kidded into
thinking so, And this is an election year
when handouts are votes. Even President
Eisenhower has confused us all by saying last
weekend that he rejects pump-priming
schemes as damaging to America but wants
a spending program of genuinely needed pub-
lic works. This sounds a little too much like
choosing between your poison and my meat.

Now come Vice-President Nixow, Secretary
of Labor Mitchell, and other estimable gen-
tlemen proposing an income tax cut as the
best way to halt the recession. Mr. Nixon
went all out and said an across-the-board
tax cut is the fastest, surest, and best
method, leaving out only the “mostest.”

Does it make sense to be cutting the in-
come tax immediately after raising the na-
tional debt limit so that we can borrow more
billions to gite to our ideological in-laws
abroad?

And did we hear some ruffled Jayhawker
wondering why, if it is good sense for Wash-
ington to cut the income tax, the Topeka
statehouse is trying to hike it?

WHERE BAD TIMES IN THE NATION
HAVE HIT THE HARDEST

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr., President,
the distinguished columnist and author,
Marquis Childs, published in the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald of March
18, 1958, a most illuminating article
which appeared under the heading
“Where Bad Times Hit the Hardest.”

My own State of Oregon is one of
those listed by Mr. Childs in this un-
enviable category. Oregon has been
crippled economically by tight money,
by a slump in housing and in the lumber
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industry, and by the administration’s
policy of no new authorizations for
major, multipurpose waterpower proj-
ects in the Columbia River Basin.

I think Mr. Childs’ analysis offers
sound and cogent reasons for enacting
immediately the recent proposals put
forth by the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr, KENNEDY]
and his eosponsors, of whom I am one,
for an early extension of unemployment
compensation benefits to jobless workers
whose claims already have been ex-
hausted. They face the dire specter of
hunger or of public welfare—no aca-
demic choice to such people.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle by Marquis Childs be printed in the
body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REecorb,
as follows:

WHERE BADp TrMES HIT THE HARDEST
(By Marquis Childs)

With 15 percent of insured workers un-
employed, Montana leads the list of States
in an analysis of where the recession is
hitting hardest.

Five States, all of them with insured un-
employment above 12 percent, are runners-
up for this unenviable spot. They are Idaho,
Kentucky, Michigan, Oregon, and West Vir-
ginia. In each instance they reflact either
the wood industry or mining or both or, in
the example of Michigan, the manufacture
of automobiles.

Nine other States come just below, with
more than 10 percent of insured unemploy-
ment, These States are Arkansas, Maine,
Mississippi, Nevada, North Dakota, Pennsyl-
vania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wash-
ington. Another faector, in addition to
mining and timber, is added in many of
these States, and that is textiles. The na-
tional average is 7.9 percent.

All of the above percentages are based on
Dzpartment of Labor figures on insured un-
employment for the week ending February
22. The figures just available, for the week
ending March 1, show some increases, and
they are particularly significant, since it is
in March that the administration has looked
for a leveling off and perhaps even the be-
ginning of an upturn.

Between February 22 and March 1 unem-
ployment in Michigan went from 12.2 to 18.2,
in Pennsylvania from 10.1 to 104, in New
Jersey from 9.4 to 9.6, in West Virginia from
122 to 12.6. In some States the number
of initial claims for unemployment insurance
rose sharply while in others it dropped.

But while the recession is spotty, its ef-
fects are spread widely, both on the basis
of industry and geography. And conse-
quently the political pressures on Govern-
ment to provide a remedy likewise come from
areas scattered around the country.

For a year or more unemployment has
been high in the timber and mining States,
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER, of Oregon, has
presented statistics to show that of 105,278
persons filing claims for unemployment
benefits in the first 7 months of the 1957-
58 benefit year in his State, 5,318 have al-
ready drawn their full amount and this
number is increasing at the rate of more
than 800 a week.

The growing unemployment in textiles and
mining is having a direct effect on programs
the Eisenhower administration considers vi-
tal to the Nation’s future. From the South,
which now has up to three-fourths of all
textile manufacture, comes a strong demand
for protective tariffs threatening the 5-year
extension of the reciprocal trade program
which the President puts high on the es-
sential list. From the mining States, a simi-
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lar demand s likely to result in special ex-
emptions for hard-hit minerals such as lead
and zine, with dire consequences for Amer=
ica’s relations with Canada, Peru, Mexico,
and other countries that sell their minerals
for dollars here.

In putting together the unemployment
picture across the Nation, there are several
marked differences between 1858 and the
mid-1930's. The most obvious difference is,
of course, that in the earlier period mass
unemployment above 10 million, which was
20 percent or more of the total work force,
became chronic. But what is less well known
is the fact that, thanks to able Federal and
State unemployment analysts, more or less
exact figures are known from week to week
and month to month.

Out of the latest jobless total of 5 mil-
lion, insured workers represent roughly 60
percent. Those without unemployment in-
surance make up the balance and their num-
bers are computed by a nationwide sampling
taken by the Census Bureau. Among the
latter are farm workers and those who have
Jjust come into the labor market.

But figures, whether relatively exact as
today or mere guesstimates as they were 20
years ago, cannot convey what unemploy-
ment really means, They cannot convey
what it means to migrant farm workers in
Florida, where the freeze destroyed crops,
or in the boot heel of Missourl where they
walt for work with only the thinnest kind
of relief to keep them golng. Cold figures
cannot picture the dismay in a town such
as Biddeford, Maine, where the closing of a
textile plant shoots unemployment up to
perhaps B30 percent. Here are the harsh
realities of unemployment, whether large-
scale or small, visible behind the statistics.

EXPIRATION OF LEASE OF NAVY
DRYDOCK YFD-69

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, a
few days ago I submitted for printing in
the ConcressioNAL Recorp letters from
labor, management, and agencies of lo-
cal government which are concerned
over the announcement of the Bureau
of Ships that the lease of the Navy dry-
dock, designated YFD-69, between the
Bureau and the port of Portland would
not be renegotiated upon its expiration
on December 31, 1959.

At this time, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a letter from Gust Anderson,
secretary of Central Labor Council of
Portland, Oreg., and an accompanying
resolution, which was adopted by the
council at a recent meeting.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL
oF PORTLAND AND VICINITY,
Portland, Oreg., January 20, 1958.
Hon. RicuaArp L. NEUBERGER,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: The enclosed res-
olution has been unanimously adopted by
the Central Labor Council of Portland and
Viecinity and copies ordered sent to the Ore-
gon delegation in Congress for your favorable
consideration.

Respectfully,
CENTRAL LaBOR COUNCIL OF
PORTLAND AND VICINITY,
GuUsT ANDERSON, Secretary.
RESOLUTION

Whereas the livellhood of thousands of

skilled industrial workers in the Portland
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‘area and a direct payroll of more than $12
million dollars annually depends on the sub-
stantial volume of ship repair work done in
Portland by individual private contractors
renting dry docks which are provided and
maintalned by the port of Portland; and
Whereas the YFD-69, the larger of the
port’s two dry docks (which are the only two
large floating docks on the west coast between
Puget Sound and San Francisco Bay), ac-
commeodates well over half of all dry dock
activity in the area, and is therefore abso-
lutely vital to welfare and operation of the
Portland area’s maritime commerce; and
Whereas the YFD-69 is leased by the port
from the Mavy, and the Department of the
Navy now refuses to negotiate a renewal or
extension of the lease of this Navy dock,
which expires in 2 years, and indicates that
‘the lease of the dock will be put up for bid
mear the termination of the present lease;
and
Whereas the continuation of this attitude
and policy on the part of the Department
of the Navy may result in the removal of
the Navy dock from Portland, by reason of
the digsadvantages the port of Portland, a
noncompetitive municipal corporation, would
face in bidding against private contractors;
and
Whereas loss of the Navy dock would have
8 disastrous effect upon maritime activity and
employment in the Portland area, resulting
in curtailment of ship repair activity and
direct shipyard employment, the effects of
which would spread to many other areas of
Portland area economy; and
Whereas this situation is all the more seri-
ous by reason of the serious unemployment
problem in Oregon at the present time, a
situation which should encourage all ag>n-
cles of the Federal Government to provide
help and asslstance to the area rather than
formulate policies which would result in the
opposite; and
Whereas the operation of the Navy dry dock
in Portland is in the best interests of the
Federal Government, by reason of the sub-
stantial and Increasing revenues received, the
high degree of care and maintenance of the
facillty In fresh water, and other strategic
considerations Involving the natlonal de-
fense; and
Whereas the port of Portland has indicated
its good falth by offering to increase its rental
payments to the Navy in a renegotiated lease,
the effect of which would be to increase pay-
ments to the Navy by as much as $50,000 to
#100,000 in the final 2 years of the current
lease: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Portland Central Lahor
Council, AFL-CIO, urges the Department of
the Navy, Including the Secretary of the
Navy and the Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for Material, to reconsider the announced
policy of putting the lease of the YFD-69 up
for bid at the termination of the current
lease held by the port of Portland, and in
the light of Information contained herein
and submitted by others, negotiate with the
port for a lease renewal or extension which
will be in the best interests of all parties;
and be it further
Resolved, That falling this, the Department
of the Navy seek to minimize the damage it
will do to the Portland area in the event of
the dry dock’s removal, by calling for bids on
the lease of the YFD-60 immediately instead
of near the end of the current lease, so that
gome time will renrain to the port for alterna-
tive actions; and be it further
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
made avallable to the many friends of labor,
including the President of the United States,
the Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary
of Labor, and the full Congressional delega-
tion of the State of Oregon.
CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL OF
PORTLAND AND VICINITY,
GusT ANDERSON, Secretary.
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A GREAT REPUBLICAN SAYS SEC-
RETARY BENSON IS WRONG ON
FARM POLICY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
12 more days the order by Secretary
Benson to cut dairy price supports to
barely $3 per hundred pounds—to a pur-
chasing power 23 percent below the level
that was in effect when he took office—is
scheduled to take effect.

I have often repeated, on the Senate
floor and elsewhere, that I think Mr.
Benson's policies are unfair and unwise.
I fear that I shall be compelled to say
so often again.

This is not a partisan judgment.
Many fine Republican friends of mine in
Wisconsin—some of whom supported
me, others who did not—agree com-
pletely that Mr. Benson's ideas spell
sheer disaster for family farming and
for small business in our rural commu-
nities.

Mr. President, yesterday I read a
magazine article by a great and well-
known Republican statesman which is
one of the most effective and most dev-
astating criticisms of Mr. Benson’s ideas
on farm policy that I have ever read. It
made me very happy to read this article.
It renewed my faith that the ideals and
principles which won the Republican
Farty such loyal support from so many
fine, honest, sensible people in the Mid-
west have not been extinguished com-
pletely within the present-day Republi-
can ranks. I have a tremendous admi-
ration for the principles which attracted
these people to the Republican Party in
the past—for their devotion to the inde-
pendence and integrity of the family-
operated farm, for their championship
of indepsndent, truly competitive small
business, for their militant battles
against the concentration of economic
power. I am happy indeed to hear the
voice of this great Republican friend of
the farmer and the independent busi-
nessman raised again.

This man, Mr. President, is the Hon-
orable Clifford Hope, who served for 30
vears as a distinguished member of the
House of Representatives from Kansas,

In a few incisive words, Mr. Hope puts
his finger squarely on the flaws in Mr,
Benson's arguments. His words are the
voice of real wisdom and real devotion
to agriculture and to farm people. I
commend them to my colleagues in the
Senate—particularly Senators of the
Republican Party. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr. President, that the article
by the Honorable Clifford Hope, which
appears in the February issue of the
GTA Digest, published by the Farmers
Union Grain Terminal Association of St.
Paul, Minn,, be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

“Ler CoNGRESS AcT oN FacTs” Says ForMER
REPRESENTATIVE CLIFFORD HoOFPE, OoF KAN-
sas—HE BELIEVES FARMERS NEED LEGIS-
LATED POWERS To CoMPETE WITH BUSINESS
AND LABOR
In speaking of realistic farm planning, few

men have the authority of experience that

belongs to former United States Representa-

\
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tive Clifford R. Hope, of EKansas. Now re=

-tired, he continues very active in farm affairs

and has been mentioned as Secretary of Ag-

_riculture to replace Ezra Taft Benson,

In a recent series of articles published over
his name in the High Plains Journal, Dodge
City, Eans., Hope discusses the current farm
problem. On the following pages, the GTA

-Digest reprints some of his particularly

pertinent comments:

Agriculture is still operating in the main
‘on a free-enterprise basis. The question is
how long can such a situation continue, with
business and labor going in one direction
and agriculture in another.

Until quite recently it seemed to me that
Secretary Benson was unaware of this para-
dox., At least while strongly urging that
agriculture operate under a free economy, he
sald nothing to indicate that he realized
that business and labor were doing other-
wise. However, in a speech which he made
at Ames, Iowa, on December 5, 1957, Mr.
Benson indicated that he does recognize
very clearly the disadvantages which agri-
culture suffers on account of the policies of
big business and big labor., This is what he
said, and I quote:

“Through a period of several years a con=
siderable part of the increased profits that
have gone to industry and the higher wages
‘that have gone to labor have been siphoned
from the economic bloodstream of the Na-
tion at the expense of agriculture. .

“Recently there was announced a further
increase in the cost of farm machinery.
Just this week the price of cement went up.
This fall the cost of motor vehicles rose 3
percent. Why must the competitive strength
of labor and management forces always be
resolved In higher prices? Why should
higher and higher costs rob farmers—take
out of farmers’ pockets? It doesn't have
to be so.

“Tuesday's newspapers carried a demand
for a moratorilum on demands for wage in-
creases during 1958 by the President of the
AFL-CIO Building and Construction Trades
Department.

“It makes senge.

“It is eound economle policy in this period
of infiation.

“I have always belleved in good wages,
good farm prices, and just profits. I also
believe that the three go together, but when-
ever any one of these components gets out of
line, it adversely affects the other, There is
no question that farm prices today are out
of line with profits and wages. A

“Let us all join in this battle against ris-
ing costs—this major robber of net farm
Income.

“There are many weapons with which to
fight. We must maintain a reasonable mon-
etary policy; strengthen sound farmer coop-
ecatives and improve farming efficiency,
particularly in marketing and distribution.”

There you have it. These are the weapons
which Mr Benson thinks will defeat all the
efforts of big business and big labor to in-
crease prices.

If Mr. Benson would be realistic for 5 min-
utes, he would know that industry and labor
are golng to keep right on doing what they
are doing now. He can wring his hands until
doomsday, and they will still keep it up.
Back in the 1880's and 1890's, farmers
thought there was something they could do
about compelling industry and labor to fol-
low the rules of free enterprise. They spon-
sored antitrust legislation, programs for easy
money, control of railroads and railroad
rates, and similar measures, in an effort to
eliminate monopolies and put business in
the same competitive field as agriculture,
Some of this legislation was enacted, but
we all know that business, and later organ-
ized labor, found ways to bypass it and that
as time has gone on, monopolistic practices
have grown rather than declined.
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No, farmers long ago decided that if they
were going to get on an equality with busi-
ness and labor, they must adopt some of the
methods used by those groups; that they
must seek favorable legislation; that they
must to some extent use the instrumentali-
ties of government in developing orderly
marketing procedures. That has been the
basis of all our farm legislation. In the
main it has been an effort to secure equality
for agriculture by giving it some of the eco-
nomic tools possessed and used by Industry
and labor.

It hasn't been as successful as many would
have liked. It 18 boxed in with many dif-
ficulties, In recent years it has been ad-
ministered very largely by people who were
opposed to it.

During the time that Mr. Benson has been
in office, Congress at his urging has made
various changes in price-support legislation.
He urged flexible price supports and Con-
gress gave them to him. That was 3 years
ago. He said they would do the job of
eliminating the surpluses, but the surpluses
have kept growing as has agricultural pro-
ductlon; and this year our production was
the greatest in history.

Mr. Benson proposed the Soil Bank ifter
originally opposing it; but the Soil Bank
has failed to reduce production, although I
for one feel that it should have further trial
and more effective administration, especially
the conservation reserve part of it.

It must not be forgotten that the present
farm program is very largely Mr. Benson’s
program. He complains about controls, but
up to now he has never asked Congress to
remove controls except in the case of corn.
In fact at one time he talked of asking for
stronger controls, although he later backed
away from this idea.

Recently he has indicated that in the
next Congress he will ask for lower price
supports and authority to increase acreage
allotments, But there will still be controls.

Mr. Benson takes a peculiar position. He
blames price supports for all the troubles
of agriculture, and I suppose this includes
the flexible price supports which he advo-
cated; but he then goes on to point out that
only 13 commodities plus dairy products and
wool are supported. All the rest finds its
price in the market.

He says that price supports make for in-
efficiency; yet agriculture today is more efii-
cient than ever in our history. Production
per man in agriculture has increased 100
percent since 1939. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics says that during the same period
industrial production per man has increased
only 26 percent. Does Mr. Benson contend
that production per man would have in-
creased more than 100 percent without price
supports?

I am not arguing for or defending present
or past programs. Undoubtedly many im-
provements can be made. But Mr. Benson
refused to conslder recommendations made
by his own commodity committees. He has
adopted one line—that is, that he must be
given power to reduce support prices to what
he thinks they should be.

Mr. Benson's position is that farmers have
been paying too much attention to price.
The facts are just the opposite. Most of
the farmers' troubles are due to the fact
that he either doesn’t pay enough atten-
tlon to price, or is unable to do anything
about his prices. The fact is that normally
farmers keep right on producing, regardless
of price; and experience has shown that
when prices are low, farmers try to make
up price by volume.

The press reports that at its recent annual
meeting, the American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration adopted a resolution calling for an
end to practices by big business and big
labor that are termed monopolistic. That
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sounds good, but if those practices could
not be stopped back in the eighties and
nineties when farmers constituted 50 per-
cent of the population, how can they be
stopped now when farmers constitute only
12 percent of the population, and the ratio
is declining further all the time?

In other words, Mr. Benson and the Farm
Bureau seem to think that farmers can re-
verse the direction of business and labor.
In my opinion, that is a wholly unrealistic
view.

All of this, of course, further illustrates
the seriousness and difficulty of the farm-
ers’ problem. I don’'t think that we can
reverse the policies of industry and labor,
I therefore think that the efforts of agri-
culture to secure equality must be along
the line of using the same weapons as are
being used by industry and labor to the
extent that it is possible to do so.

However, I am under no illusions. It is
not, and never will be, possible for farmers
to put themselves fully in a position where
they can exercise the same controls over
production and marketing as do industry
and labor. Furthermore, whatever they do
along this line is going to require some
use of Government, because that is the only
way by which millions of farmers can act
together. If it succeeds, it is going to entail
more controls of their business than farmers
like to accept.

Realistically, the question is not what gen-
eral policy are we going to follow; rather it
is that of finding the best and most effective
methods to use. As I understand Mr. Ben-
son's proposal, he does not have in mind
any less control by Government over farm-
ers’ activities, What he asks for, If the pub-
lic is reliably informed, is for Congress to
give him the power to lower farm price
supports to any level which he sees fit and
that exlsting formulas under which price
supports are determined and administered
be permanently scrapped.

I do not believe that Congress will glve
him this power. I do not think Mr. Benson
expects Congress will give him that power.
He may therefore modify his legislative pro-
posals, but he will ask further authority in
the Secretary of Agriculture to deal with
farm prices and crop controls.

HOW YOUTH SEES THE PROBLEMS
OF EDUCATION

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the
problems we face in educating our young
people for the strengthening of the Na-
tion and the enrichment of their own
lives have been given much attention
on the floor of the Senate.

We have sought help everywhere. We
have quoted editorial writers and profes-
sors and the programs of national organ-
izations. But I do not remember any in-
stance where we sought the help of the
young people themselves.

Recently I received a thoughtful and
challenging letter from a group of stu-
dents in Plymouth High School, in my
State of Wisconsin, who have organized
themselves voluntarily into a seminar
group. They have been discussing the
problems of education. Their letter is so
reasonable, and so heartening to me be-
cause of the mature and responsible atti-
tude it represents, that I want to share it
with other Members of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from the Plymouth
(Wis.) High School students be printed

4843

in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

PrymouTH HicH ScHOOL,
Plymouth, Wis.
The Honorable WILLIAM PROXMIRE,
The United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Sm: We are a group of high-school stu-
dents meeting once a week of our own ini-
tiative and on our own time with an instruc-
tor to study many things that excite our
curiosity, including the problems of our
country in general.

We are, for the most part, pleased with the
ald to education bill as proposed by the ad-
ministration. We do, however, have some
doubts as to its value. We are wondering
where the instructors, teachers, and profes-
sors are to come from to give proper and
adequate instruction to these 40,000 students.
From our limited experience in the schools
of this Nation, we know that we have fine
teachers, mediocre teachers, and inadequate
teachers. The latter type may be small in
number, but a small number is too many.
We are aware that most of the top young
people we have been associated with in our
student careers are not going into teaching
because of lts inadequate financial rewards.
We are of the opinion the first problem of
education in this country is not to get more
good students, but to get more good instruc-

_tors, and some way must be found to do this.

We belleve that the simplest way for the
Federal Government to aid in this problem
would be through favorable tax exemptions
for teachers.

There is no precedent that we know of for
this, but the Federal Government has had a
hand in education before, through the
Smith-Hughes and George-Deane programs.
We are not prepared, nor well informed
enough to give figures, but we believe the
exemptions accorded to teachers should be
substantial enough to attract good people to
the profession.

We are also of the opinion that this coun-
try is In great need of baslc research. From
a study of history, it seems that the days
that have been most fruitful in this respect
were (odd as it may seem) In the days of
feudalism, This seems to be true because
some persons of extreme wealth of the no-
bility would give a man an ample retainer,
tell him to go to work, to paint, to write, to
explore, or pursue his interest in his field.
Today under our system this is not possible.
How can It be made possible? We know that
& certain amount of this is done by our great
universities but this is not enough. How can
we increase it?

We are not inclined to Government grants,
for we believe that Government is already
overburdened with the functions that must
be carried on by the Government and per=
haps not best able to supervise such a pro-
gram. We have a group of people that are,
at least In part, experienced in this work.
We refer to our large corporations. The cor-

- porations, however, have not devoted ade-

quate sums of money to basie research, for
the simple reason that they are in business
to make money and management must an-
swer to the stockholders. We understand
that corporations are able to deduct their
laboratory expenses before computing their
profits for tax purposes; we believe that this
is right and proper, but we suggest that for
basic research they be permitted to write
off 114 or twice the amount expended.
This will give them an Iincentive and
an immediate profit. The Government would
not have to handle the money and dole it

- out subject to political pressure and we be-

lleve that this is the cheapest way to handle
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the problem and our great need for basic re-
search can be fulfilled in this manner.
Very truly yours,

Philip Krueger, Thomas Splitgerber,
Dennis Schmidt, David Wacker, Wil-
liam Bein, Kazuhiko Maekawa, Jim
Owens, Jon Gunnemann, Jack Phipps,
James Roehr, Plymouth High School
Seminar Group.

TRANSPORTATION PROBLEMS IN-
VOLVING INLAND BARGE LINES
AND AMERICA’'S RAILROADS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, two
excellent presentations on transporta-
tion, in which I believe, have just ap-
peared in the New York Times. Oneisa
biographical sketch of George Chad-
bourne Taylor, head of the Mississippi
River Barge Line Co. This article was
published in the Times of March 16, 1958.
Mr., Taylor emphasized that last year
the members of the Inland Waterways
Common Carriers Association had oper-
ating revenues which amounted to only
1 percent of the total rail gross.

1 stress that fact, because I do not be-
lieve that the inland waterways are re-
sponsible for the railroads’ present eco-
nomic plight. I strongly favor naviga-
tion improvements on the Columbia,
Mississippi, St. Lawrence, and other
great rivers; and I challenge the con-
tention that such interior waterways
have crippled the railroads.

I also call attention to a vigorous New
York Times editorial of March 11, 1958,
entitled “Can the Railroads Wait?”
The editorial urges in the following
words, that steps be taken immediately
to aid and bolster the railroads, which
are the Nation’s No. 1 haulers of freight
and other commodities:

The railroads have already been studied to
death. What they chiefly need now is not
more study, but helpful, broad action.

I subsecribe to that statement by the
New York Times. I, for one, am ready
and willing to support strong and force-
ful steps to resuscitate the railroads of
American economically—a policy which
I believe would be in the national inter-
est.

Mr. President, I ask that both these
presentations from recent editions of the
New York Times be printed in the body
of the REcoRrbD.

There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times of March 11,

58]
CAN THE RAILROADS WarT?

A Senate hearing in Washington about 2
months ago was told that the financial con-
dition of the railroads was precarious, with
bankruptey around the corner. A few days
later the railroads doing business in New
York State carried a similar message to Al-
bany, with an appeal for help to survive
against increased costs, high taxation, dupli-
cated governmental regulation, and subsi-
dized competition of trucking and airlines.
In both capitals the initial response was
sympathetic.

But what have the Governor and legisla-
tive leaders done in this situation generally
recognized to be critical? Well, some rela-
tively minor relief seems to be on the way.
But rather than tackle the whole problem
with comprehensive, prompt action, they
ask the public service commission to make a
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study of the financlal status and prospects
of the railroads having lines In the State.
We suppose this study will take at least a
year. The study of the Long Island was
ordered by legislative resolution of February
12, 1957, and the report was delivered
March 3, 1958.

The railroads have already been studied to
death. What they chiefly need now is not
more study but helpful, broad action. This
requires hard decisions, some of them politi-
cally distasteful in an election year. Some
localities rely far too heavily on the rallroads
for their tax income. They will have to find
a new way to support themselves, by spread-
ing taxation. They, and all other localities
enjoylng any tax revenues from rallroads,
will need time to make the adjustment—or
State financial help to supplant rail taxes.
But if we walt another year for a public
service commission report, and then have to
allow a grace period to the localities to com-
pensate for rail tax loss, the immediate help
the railroads need grows dim in the distance.

There are admitted dificulties. It will be
little advantage to the railroads to win tax
exemption or substantial tax rellef in New
York, then have to pass on the savings to the
Federal Government in the form of en-
larged tax. So Washington's help is needed
too. But if New York State wants to save
its passenger railroads, it must grant them
what help it can at this session of the legis-
lature and in some part anticipate the
results of a new public service commission
study, which will only fill in the detail of a
situation known without study to be gloomy.
[From the New York Times of March 16,
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PERSONALITY: A WITNESS FOR THE WATER-
ways—TAavLor DeEnies UNITED BSTATES
FAVORITISM FOR BARGE LINES

{By Robert E, Bedingfield)

Among the transportation executives ap-
pearing at the Senate hearings into the pre-
carious condition of the Natlon's railroads,
George Chadbourne Taylor can testify from
a relatively secure perch.

Of $20,675,000 gross revenues of the Mis-
sissippi River Barge Line Co., which Mr.
Taylor heads, operating expenses last year
consumed only $16,017,000. As a result, the
company had an operating profit before
taxes of 22.6 percent.

Just how much this favorable ratio de-
pends upon the Government's provision of
a right-of-way to Mr. Taylor's company and
industry may be discussed tomorrow when
Mr. Taylor appears before the Senate in-
vestigators.

The Mississippi River Barge Line's 4,000
miles of routes wind up, down, and across the
Mississippi, Ohio, Cumberland, Tennessee,
Illinois, Allegheny, Monongahela, and Eana-
wha Rivers.

These streams were around for geological
ages before the barge line was formed, but
it costs the Federal Government some $37,-
612,000 a year to keep the Nation’s inland
waterways adapted to barges. In the present
fiscal year it will spend $67,681,000 more on
improvements.

OPPOSES RAILREOAD STAND

In common with the eight other member
companies of the Inland Waterways Common
Carriers Association, in whose behalf he is
appearing tomorrow, Mr. Taylor will strongly
oppose a rallroad proposal to impose direct
user charges on barge-line operators to help
defray maintenance and improvement of the
waterways.

The contention of Mr, Taylor and his in-
dustry is that the value of waterway develop-
ment to the entire country is much greater
than its costs. He will argue that cheap
barge transportation is only one of the
benefits.

The membership of the Inland Waterways
Common Carriers Association, Mr. Taylor
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will show, handles only 24 billlon ton-miles
of freight a year, and its operating revenues
of #90 million are only 1 percent of rail gross.

Mr. Taylor says the rallroads can hardly
claim that his industry is the root of all
their evils. He doubts that, if all traffic
were removed from the rivers, it would move
by rail.

He also opposes the rails’ plea for au-
thority to operate common-carrier barge
lines and the rails’ request for less rate
regulation by the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

His own company has been subject to
ICC regulation since its founding in 1929,
and the regulation was by its own choice.
The entire waterways' industry wasn't put
under the ICC until 11 years later. But
the founders of the Mississippi River Barge
Line filed with the ICC at the start because
the original operation provided for joint rate
and route agreements with the rails on car-
load traffic.

DIDN'T FIT IN SHOES

Mr. Taylor's service with his company
dates back to its beginning. In an inter-
view last week he recalled that he had
spurned his father's advice by entering the
transportation field.

“My father was president of the American
Express Co.,” he said. “He told me never to
have any part of the industry.”

Mr. Taylor, who was born in Chicago on
December 1, 1904, did follow his father’s ad-
vice when he began his business career.
After being graduated from Princeton Uni-
versity in June 1926, he went to work as a
purchasing agent in St. Louls for the John-
son, Stevens & Shinkle Shoe Co. He had
landed the job through his college room-
mate's father, L. W, Childers.

After 3 years, Mr. Taylor said, “I knew I
had made a mistake.”

“I just didn’t like the shoe business,” he
recalled. “Since my college education had
been strictly academic, I decided to go to
Harvard Business School.” But Mr, Taylor
spent only one day at Cambridge, and that
was in enrolling.

“Mr. Childers heard that I had left the
shoe business. I was spending a day with
my mother, who lives in Pelham, and Mr,
Childers called me at her home. He had
Just formed the Mississippli Barge Line Co.
and. offered me a job as chief clerk in the
Cincinnati freight office.”

A RUGGED BEGINNING

The new company was an ambitious ven-
ture. It started with capital of $3,500,000
and was sponsored by the now defunct Gold-
man Sachs Trading Corp. The collapse of
the early 1930's, which destroyed the spon-
soring investment trust, had its adverse ef-
fects also on the early operations of the
barge line,

However, the depression also brought into
being a massive public works program, in-
cluding the canalizing of the inland water-
ways. As the barge line's routes grew, Mr.
Taylor's responsibilities mounted. By the
late 1930’s, he had been made superintend-
ent of terminals at 8t. Louls, with jurisdic-
tion over all the company's transfer opera=-
tions.

Mr. Childers remained president until 1947.
A year later Mr, Taylor celebrated his 44th
birthday by assuming that post. Since then,
the company's gross has about tripled, and
earnings after taxes have leaped from $625,-
000 to $2,030,000.

Mr. Taylor explained that his company
abandoned its carload interchange traffic
with the rails as labor costs for physlecally
transferring the freight from barge to rail
and vice versa mounted. He indicates that
he is not adverse to renewing agreements
with his rail competitors, so long as more
equitable arrangements can be made to
meet higher operating costs,
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His own business embraces the hauling
of widely varied freight. One segment has
been hit hard by the recession—steel, steel
products and scrap. About mid-December
this traffic dropped.

LEVELED OFF

“It happened almost overnight,” Mr.
Taylor said. “The drop was about 10 to
12 percent. It still is off by about that
amount, but hasn't fallen any further.”

Mr. Taylor's entire career in the barge
business has been in the office. He takes
considerable pride in the fact that his only
son is behind the wheel. He is learning to
be a towboat pilot.

Mrs. Taylor is the former Frances Bright-
well, whom he met in 8t. Louis. Both Mr.
and Mrs, Taylor have little time for formal
hobbles. He is chairman of the St. Louls
chapter of the Red Cross; Mrs, Taylor has a
full-time Red Cross job. 8She is chairman of
the association’s volunteer services for the
Midwest area.

THE WILDERNESS BILL

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, one
of the measures pending before the 85th
Congress which has been receiving more
and more support throughout the coun-
try is the wilderness bill (8. 1176), intro-
duced by the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpHrREY] and a nonpartisan
group of cosponsors representing States
from coast to coast.

The interest in the measure is mount-
ing in Missouri and elsewhere. That
was apparent during the recent North
American Wildlife Conference held in
St. Louis on March 3, 4, and 5.

The National Wildlife Federation, at
its annual convention on the eve of this
conference, placed the wilderness bill
among its major objectives—No. 3 on its
6-point priority program.

Following these meetings, a thought-
ful editorial appeared in the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch on March 6, 1958, and I
ask unanimous consent to have this edi-
torial printed at this point in the REcorbp,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

To PrESERVE OUR HERITAGE

When Interior Secretary Seaton was in St.
Louis to address the National Wildlife Fed-
eration meeting, he spoke a good, strong
word for the pending bill to create a national
outdoor recreational resources review com-
mission. We hope the Secretary's endorse-
ment helps the measure get to the Presi-
dent's desk in this sesslon. We hope he will
find similar occasion to give impetus to the
national wilderness preservation bill, also
pending in Congress.

The latter bill is equally meritorious and
even more urgent, as members of the North
American Wildlife Conference, who met here
this week, are well aware. While it 1s de-
sirable to have an inventory of recreation
areas that exist, it is still more pressing to
provide a firm legal basis for leaving un-
spoiled the best of the federally controlled
areas. The two bills are in a sense com-
panion measures, but neither is in any way
a substitute for the other.

Thoreau said more than a century ago
that men need “the tonic of the wilderness.”
If that was true in his time it is even more
applicable to our life today. Former Na-
tional Parks Director Newton B. Drury put
the case for both these bills when he said
of our great natural beauty areas: “Surely
we are not so poor that we need to destroy
tll::m or so rich that we can afford to lose
them."
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
while the Congress was in recess last
September, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
in an editorial called Bills for All Amer-
ica, included the wilderness bill in its
commendation as “in the country’s best
interests,” I ask unanimous consent
that the editorial, dated September 16,
1957, be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

BILLS FOR ALL AMERICA

Two bills that have gone over to the 2d
session of the 85th Congress relate to the
conservation of natural beauty and re-
sources. Both deserve to be passed next year.

One is the bill to establish the present
Dinosaur National Monument as a national
park. The other is the bill to make certaln
that some areas of the public domain are left
in their natural state, untouched by man and
civilization. The latter is known as the wil-
derness bill.

Sponsorship of these measures is biparti-
san, and that is as it ought to be. The Dino-
saur bill is sponsored by Republican Senator
ArvorT, of Colorado, who presents a happy
contrast to his predecessor, Eugene Millikin,
since Senator Millikin was one of those who
sought to flood the magnificent rivers and
Steamboat Rock formation, on the Colorado-
Utah border, with the proposed Echo Park
power dam.

Thanks to conservation leaders and groups,
the Echo Park dam was defeated, but it was
a long hard fight, and there is no guaranty
that the same interests will not bring it up
again. That is, no guaranty unless it is
made a national park.

The wilderness bill is sponsored by Demo-
cratic Senators HumPHREY, of Minnesota, and
NEUBERGER, of Oregon, and enjoys the back-
ing, also, of Republican Senators SmrTH of
Maine, WiLEY, of Wisconsin, and Muwpr, of
South Dakota; and Democratic Senators
Doucras, of Illinols, Mumrray, of Montana,
Crark, of Pennsylvania, LauscHE, of Ohio,
and MacNUsoN and JacksoN, of Washington.
Its House sponsorship is also bipartisan:
O'Hara, of Illinois, Reuss, of Wisconsin, Say-
LOR, of Pennsylvania, BALowiN and MILLER,
of California, PorTER, of Oregon, and MEgT-
carr, of Montana. This bill is described in
the Mirror of Public Opinion today.

As Senator HUMPHREY has explained, the
wilderness bill is based on two assumptions,
First, that an adequate system of wilderness
areas is desirable and can be preserved with-
out sacrificing any other program. Second,
that there will not long be any such areas
unless they are set aside as wilderness
through specific public policy. Senator Neu-
BERGER is also correct in noting that wild ani-
mals, waterfowl, migratory birds, and fishes,
and similar resources require outdoor fast-
nesses and solitudes in which to survive, soli-
tudes that must be safeguarded by some
form of legislative shield.

These bills are in the country’s best inter-
ests and deserve enactment. May the Mem-
bers of Congress from Missouri and Illinois
join in supporting them when the time
comes.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr, President, the
editorial's reference to the Mirror of
Public Opinion is to a column which ap-
pears regularly on the editorial page of
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, reproducing
opinions from other sources. In this
instance the reference is to an item called
The Tonic of the Wilderness, which
is an excerpt from an article by Edwin
Way Teale in the Audubon magazine.
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Introducing this excerpt the Post-
Dispateh commented that—

Thoreau called it the tonic of wildness,
and that is what America needs from its few
remaining true wildernesses; Senator Hum-
PHREY and others propose leglislation to pre-
serve few remaining wildernesses (as apart
from parks); major conservation step.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed at this point in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE MiRror oF PUBLIC OPINION
THE TONIC OF THE WILDERNESS

(Thoreau called it the tonic of wildness,
and that is what America needs from its few
remaining true wildernesses; Senator Hum-
PHREY and others propose legislation to pre-
serve few remaining wildernesses (as apart
from parks); major conservation step.)

(By Edwin Way Teale, in the Audubon

magazine)

One early fall day, 2 mliles above sea level
near the Montana-Wyoming line, I stood on
the lofty tundra of Beartooth Plateau.

To the north the peaks and forests of the
Montana Rockles extended away as far as
my vision reached. Here was wilderness un-
marked by man., Here was wilderness un-
touched by civilization., Here was the land
as Nez Perce braves had known it crossing
Beartooth Pass for centurles before the first
white man. In one vast panorama here was
a vision of original America, of the wilderness
of old—roadless, cityless, billboardless—as
wild as the early ploneers saw it.

And just so future generations may also
observe it. For at least part of the inspiring
vista that spread before me that day is now
designated as a primitive area. It is in-
cluded in the wilderness preservation pro-
gram of the Federal Government.

During the past few years, in gathering
material for recent books, I have visited all
48 States of the Union. Wherever I went the
impact of mechanized civilization was ap-
parent. Forests had been sheared. Water-
falls had been reduced to a sad, attenuated
flow. People spoke of wild places they had
known since childhood, now vanished. Over
and over again I heard the same refrain:
“This used to be such a beautiful place.”

But amid all this devastation there was
something of gain. As the wilderness had
receded, the appreciation of the wilderness
had grown.

“We need,” Henry Thoreau wrote in Wal-
den, “the tonlc of wildness—to wade some-
times in marshes where the bittern and the
meadow hen lurk, to hear the booming of
the snipe; to smell the whispering sedge
where only some wilder and more solitary
fowl builds her nest, and the mink crawls
with its belly close to the ground.”

And in a more recent day Aldo Leopold has
set forth his belief that ‘“the opportunity to
see geese is more important than television,
and the chance to see a pasque-flower is a
right as inalienable as free speech.” Such
men have spoken for more of us than is
generally recognized.

What is a wilderness?

It is, by the strict dictionary definition,
an area that is uncultivated and uninhabited
by man. In a larger sense it is a sanctuary
for all the primal realities of nature un-
changed.

But do not the national parks already
provide sufficlent sanctuaries for wildness?

In the back country of a number of na-
tional parks there are wonderful stretches
of unspoiled wilderness. However, the fun-
damental purpose of a national park has not
been to preserve wildness as such. It is to
protect and make available to the public
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some superb example of natural splendor,
some area that is unique.

The significance of the wilderness area, on
the other hand, lies in characteristics that
it shares with all other wilderness areas;
namely, natural conditions as completely un-
touched and unaltered as is consistent with
its protection and use as wilderness.

The whole program of wilderness preserva-
tion, although never formulated as such by
Congress has grown steadily in importance
and popular interest. Its greatest danger at
present is the fact that the status of any
area can be altered merely by administrative
decree. A more solid foundation in law is
required if the areas that have already been
set aside are to continue as land forever wild.

It is for this purpose that Senator Hum-
pHREY, with a group of cosponsors in the
Senate, and Representative JoHN P. SAYLOR,
and others, in the House, introduced into
the 85th Congress a bipartisan bill to estab-
lish a National Wilderness Preservation
System.

For the first time, it would give legal

recognition to wilderness preservation as a
national policy. It would designate specific
areas to be set aside. It would outline the
public policy in regard to them—such as
that man himself is a member of the natural
community who visits but does not remain
and whose travels leave only trails.
_ It would set up a central advisory and
information group, a repository of files for
the System, known as the National Wilder-
ness Preservation Council. In the main, the
bill would preserve the status quo. No new
land administration agency would be set up.
Jurisdiction would continue, as in the past,
in various agencies of the Government.

Known as the national wilderness pres-
ervation bill, it represents one of the most
important steps forward in the history of
wilderness preservation in America,

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL TUNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION BEN-
EFITS

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the
morning papers state that President
Eisenhower informed a group of gov-
ernors yesterday that he would recom-
mend to the Congress a bill authorizing
the payment of 13 additional weeks of
unemployment compensation benefits.

Those who have not served in the
Congress for the past 17 years may be
unaware of the fact that this is the fifth
time a proposal of similar nature has
been made to the Congress. Three of
the bills were considered by the House
Ways and Means Committee, of which
I was then a member, and the fourth by
the Senate Finance Committee, when
Senator George was chairman.

Neither committee reported any bill
on this subject, for the simple reason
that the Congress has no constitutional
right to appropriate public funds for the
benefit of one individual or a relatively
small group of individuals solely because
he or they may be temporarily unem-
ployed. In addition the proposals, first
in 1942 as a mere grant to the States,
and then in 1944 as an open and avowed
effort to regulate State employment
compensation laws, were such a clear in-
vasion of States rights that they were
promptly repudiated.

I recall most distinetly the impressive
showing made before the Ways and
Means Committee in February of 1942
by a group of seven outstanding gover-
nors headed by Governor Stassen of
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Minnesota, who was then chairman of
the National Conference of Governors,
and, therefore, speaking for the group
as well as for himself, on the first bill of
this character, namely, H. R. 6559.

Governor Stassen in voicing his per-
sonal opposition to the bill said that
while each governor was privileged to
speak for his own State, “I do appear to
present the almost unanimous support
of the governors of the respective States
in opposition to this measure.” With his
testimony, Governor Stassen filed many
telegrams from governors which will be
found commencing on page 351 of the
Ways and Means Committee hearings on
H. R. 6559.

In opening his splendid statement in
opposition to the bill and in behalf of
the preservation of States rights, our
distinguished colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaLToN-
sTaLL]l, then Governor of his State, said:

I am here as Governor of Massachusetts
to oppose this bill, H. R. 6569. This past
autumn, the New England Conference of
Governors met and unanimously sent a tele-
gram to the President opposing the federali-
zation of unemployment security, and on
Friday, after talking with Congressman
Treadway, and learning that I might be
able to come here and testify, I called up
each one of our New England governors. I
have conferred with several of the New
England governors, including Governor
Wills, of Vermont; Governor Sewall, of
Maine; and Governor Blood, of New Hamp-~
shire, who is present here to testify. Gov-
ernor Hurley, of Connecticut, has sent me
a telegram authorizing me to state that he
still opposes this bill 100 percent. He is op-
posed to the federalization of unemployment
security, as is Governor McGrath, of Rhode
Island. So I might state that the governors
of the New England States are opposed to
the principles of this bill, H. R. 6569.

I realize, of course, that in 1954 our
United States Supreme Court said in
effect that nmo matter what the 14th
amendment to the Constitution may
have meant to those who framed it and
to the court that decided the school seg~
regation case of Plessy against Ferguson,
it meant something different in 1954.
But, Mr. President, regardless of the
views of those who may think that time
alone is sufficient to change the meaning
of our written Constitution, I have seen
no open repudiation of the doctrine an-
nounced by the great Court headed by
Chief Justice Hughes in 1936, which
said:

The general rule with regard to the re-
spective powers of the National and the State
Governments under the Constitution, is not
in doubt. The States were before the Con-
stitution; and, consequently, their legisla-
tive powers antedated the Constitution.
Those who framed and those who adopted
that instrument meant to carve from the
general mass of legislative powers, then
possessed by the States, only such portions
as it was thought wise to confer upon the
Federal Government; and in order that there
should be no uncertainty in respect to what
was taken and what was left, the national
powers of legislation were not aggregated but
enumerated—with the result that what was
not embraced by the enumeration remained
vested in the States without change or im-
pairment.

And in the same decision, in which all
efforts to undermine and construe away
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the plain meaning of the Constitution
were deplored, the Court added this sig-
nificant statement:

Every journey to a forbidden end begins
with the first step; and the danger of such a
step by the Federal Government in the di-
rection of taking over the powers of the
States is that the end of the journey may
find the States so despolled of their powers,
or—what may amount to the same thing—
so relieved of the responsibilities which pos-
session of the powers necessarily enjoins, as
to reduce them to little more than geo-
grapical subdivisions of the national domain.
It is safe to say that if, when the Constitu-
tion was under consideration, it had been
thought that any such danger lurked behind
its plain words, it would never have been
ratified.

The point I wish to emphasize, Mr.
President, is just this: If, in Febru-
ary 1942, practically every governor in
the entire United States felt that the
proposal to give additional compensation
benefits to temporarily displaced workers
and especially automobile workers as
their plants shifted to wartime projects
was an improper and undesirable in-
vasion of States rights, in what way have
the intervening 16 years changed the
10th amendment of the Constitution,
which clearly says that all rights not
delegated to the Federal Government are
reserved to the States and the people
thereof?

PURCHASE OF MILITARY TRUCKS
FROM JAPAN

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I
should like to bring to the attention of
the Senate a matter which is most
shocking. It has serious consequences
for working men and women in my own
State of Michigan and throughout the
country.

Very recently I learned that the De-
partment of Defense, in connection with
the military assistance program, is pur-
chasing military trucks manufactured in
Japan. Frankly, at first, I placed little
credence in the report. I could not be=-
lieve that our Department of Defense
would take action so adverse to our own
automotive industry and to the men and
women employed therein. Unfortu-
nately, the facts are as reported. I
have verified them.

The truth of the matter is that the
Department of Defense has approved
for procurement in Japan, in fiscal year
1958, military trucks valued at approxi-
mately $21 million. Moreover, in the
fiscal year 1957 the Department initi-
ated a comprehensive 5-year program to
rebuild military vehicles and to procure
new military vehicles in Japan. So ap-
parently the $21 million we are paying
the Japanese automotive industry for
military trucks in the fiscal year 1958 is
not the end of this tragic episode. I say
tragic because that is exactly the situa-
tion for almost half a million unem-
ployed automotive workers in my Michi-
gan, to say nothing of the unemployed
across the Nation in industries which
supply the automotive companies.

I am beginning to fear that there is a
great deal of truth in a comment which
is making the rounds about our Govern-
ment. People are saying that the Fed-
eral Government is becoming more and
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more like a dinosaur. The body is
growing so big, the head is growing so
fast, and the tail is becoming so long,
that when the dinosaur is kicked in the
tail, the head does not know what is
happening.

Mr. President, to my mind it is un-
thinkable and unconscionable that our
own pecple should be bypassed in this
fashion, particularly when we remember
that their taxes are helping to pay the
bill.

As a member of the Senate Appropri-
ations Committee, I shall pursue this
subject most vigorously when appropria-
tion of funds for the military assistance
program comes before our committee, to
see that the best interests of our own
workers are protected.

. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. POTTER. Iyield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Who purchased the
trucks to which the Senator has re-
ferred? Has the Senator any facts re-
lating to the purchases?

Mr. POTTER. Yes; I have the infor-
mation. As is frequently the case, the
text is marked “Confidential” and can-
not be released. But I can assure the
Senator that the facts are as stated.
Twenty-one million dollars is being spent
to purchase trucks in Japan from Jap-
anese truck manufacturers. The Sena-
tor realizes, of course, that after the
needs of the military for such trucks
are fulfilled, Japanese trucks can be
brought into our market in competition
with American-made trucks.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator knows
that that condition is not peculiar to
Japan. As I have pointed out many
times on the floor of the Senate, funds
of the taxpayers have been used in order
to reestablish automobile factories in
Italy and France. Today the streets of
our cities are cluttered with foreign-
made cars. Who is responsible for that?

Mr. POTTER. The chickens are com=-
ing home to roost.

Mr. ELLENDER. The chickens are
coming home to roost. I have been
preaching that doctrine for years. I
hope that when the foreign aid bill comes
before the Senate for consideration this
year the Senator from Michigan and
other Senators who have been voting for
suck. aid will take note of the situation.
For the past 4 or 6 years I have at-
tempted to prevail upon my distinguished
colleagues in the Senate to look behind
the fancy, generalized words which have
been used to describe our foreign-aid
program. I have urged them to look
further than the glowing economic terms
that have been given us as justification
for the spending of billions of taxpayers’
dollars.

And now the truth is coming home to
us. I have urged that the distinguished
Members of the Senate look closely and
see exactly what our dollars have heen
doing, rather than to be content with
the platitudes mouthed by the adminis-
tration. But that is in the past.

Let us now, with a recession stalking
our own land, look over the foreign-aid
program when it comes before this body
later in the session, and examine it
closely. Let us look and see to what use
our dollars are being put.
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In the course of my inspections of our
foreign-aid operations around the world,
I have found waste on a colossal scale,
As I have said before, and as I would like
to say at this time, I am not opposed to
a reasonable and realistic foreign-aid
program—but I am opposed to waste.
I am also opposed to any type foreign
aid which converts American dollars into
a direct threat to the economic security
of American industry, agriculture or
labor.

In our zeal to combat the rising tide of
communism, let us not forget that the
greatest weapon in the Free World’s arse=
nal against communism’s attempt at
world domination is not the latest off-
spring from the scientist’s Pandora’s box
of atomic deadliness—it is the economic
strength of the United States.

We must keep that thought in mind,
as we attempt to get those who have
received so much help from us in recent
years to aid us in continuing the Free
World’s battle.

Mr. POTTER. The Senator from Lou-
isiana has been most diligent in past
years in bringing the situation to the
attention of the Senate.

We are now in a period of unemploy-
ment. In Michigan alone more than
400,000 automobile workers are unem-
ployed. To use the dollars of the Amer-
ican taxpayers to revitalize an industry
in Japan by purchases of trucks which
could just as well be made from American
industry is indefensible. Eventually such
trucks will enter our market in com-
petition with American industry.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. POTTER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
should like to say a word with regard
to the manufacture of cloth. We have
been having a great deal of trouble with
the Japanese in that field. Our own
Government would not establish any re-
strictions on the amount coming into the
United States. The Japanese said, “We
expect to send in only a small amount.”
The administration said, “That is fine.”

We have been unable to persuade the
administration to do anything to prevent
the flow of Japanese cloth into our mar-
ket. Japanese cloth is made with cheap
labor, which is paid less than one-fourth
the wages we pay in the United States.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. POTTER. I yield.

Mr, ELLENDER. Does the Senator in-
tend to take up the subject with the
State Department and find out who is
responsible for this situation?

Mr. POTTER. Ido. I think the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee should
take up the subject and find out in what
other areas similar situations exist, and
what other industries are affected.

Mr. ELLENDER. We do not need an
investigation to find that out. From per-
sonal knowledge I can point out many
instances in which we are being traded
out—not only in the automobile indus-
try, but in other manufacturing indus-
tries, as well as in the production of
farm commodities.

I have been preaching that doctrine on
the floor of the Senate for the past 4
years, I am surprised that so few of
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my colleagues have taken notice of the
situation up to now. It seems that
}iiggttning must strike before they see the

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, has
morning business been concluded

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
MorToN in the chair). Is there further
morning business If not, morning husi-
ness is closed.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3420) to extend and
amend the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll. :

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to submit a unani-
mous-consent agreement on behalf of
myself and the minority leader and ask
that it be reported. Then I shall sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, if no
other Senator desires to address the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed unanimous-consent agreement
will be read.

The unanimous-consent agreement
was read, as follows:

UnNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That during the further consid-
eration of the bill (8. 3420) to extend and
amend the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954, debate on any
amendment, motion, or appeal, except a mo-
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited to
30 minutes to be equally divided and con-
trolled by the mover of any such amendment
or motion and the majority leader: Provided,
That in the event the majority leader is in
favor of any such amendment or motion,
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or some Sena-
tor designated by him: Provided further,
That no amendment that is not germane to
the provisions of the said bill shall be re-
celved. ¥

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the sald bill debate shall
be limited to 30 minutes, to be equally
divided and controlled, respectively, by the
majority and minority leaders: Provided,
That the said leaders, or either of them, may
from the time under their control on the
passage of the sald bill, allot additional time
to any Senator during the consideration of
any amendment, motion, or appeal.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I send an amendment to
the desk, which I intend to call up later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and will lie
on the table,

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll,
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The Chief Clerk proceeded fo call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the unanimous-consent
agreement, as modified, be again re-
ported. I am asking that the time be
modified, to provide for 1 hour of debate
on the bill, instead of 30 minutes, to be
equally divided, 30 minutes to each side.
I should like to call the modified agree-
ment to the attention of all Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed unanimous-consent agreement,
as modified, will be read.

The unanimous-consent agreement, as
modified, was read as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That during the further consid-
eration of the bill (S. 3420) to extend and
amend the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954, debate on any
amendment, motion, or appeal, except a mo-
tion to lay on the table, shall be limited
to 30 minutes, to be equally divided and
controlled by the mover of any such amend-
ment or motion and the majority leader:
Provided, That in the event the majority
leader is in favor of any such amendment
or motion, the time in opposition thereto
shall be controlled by the minority leader
or some Senator designated by him: Pro-
vided further, That no amendment that is
not germane to the provisions of the said
bill shall be recelived.

Ordered further, That on the guestion of
the final passage of the said bill debate
shall be limited to 1 hour, to be equally
divided and controlled, respectively, by the
majority and minority leaders: Provided,
That the said leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the
passage of the said bill, allot additlonal
time to any Senator during the considera-
tion of any amendment, motion, or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
agreement submitted by the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What is the
pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the perfect-
ing amendment of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HuompHREY] to strike
out section 6, and proposing certain
changes in the text of section 5.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I see no
objection to the perfecting amendment
offered by the Senator from Minnesota.
It does not remove the major opposition
to sections 5 and 6 of the bill. As I
understand, the amendment would re-
quire the payment of the regular rates of
duty on nonstrategic materials obtained
under barter deals. Also, it would not
require other agencies of the Govern-
ment to buy nonstrategic materials from
the Commodity Credit Corporation; it
would leave to the Commodity Credit
Corporation to hold such goods as might
be obtained.

As I have said, the amendment goes
only about 2 percent of the way toward
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meeting the major objections to sections
5 and 6. But I have no objection to any
amendment which goes even that far.
Therefore, I have no objection to the
amendment of the Senator from Minne-
sota.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, as I understand, the distinguished
Senator from Vermont has no objec-
tion to the amendment, so the Senate
may act upon it by our yielding back
the time and agreeing to the amend-
ment. I yield back my time on the con-
dition that the Senator from Vermont
will do likewise.

Mr. AIKEN. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Hos-
L1TZELL in the chair.) The question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, as I
understand, the pending question now is
on the amendment which I offered for
the Senator from Iowa and myself to
strike out sections 5 and 6, the amend-
ment now being modified to strike out
section 5 only, as section 6 is no longer
in the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr, President, if it
is agreeable to the Senator from Ver-
mont, I yield to the Senator from Ken-
tucky 5 minutes from the time on the
bill.

Mr. ATKEN. That is agreeable.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I feel
that a certain amount of barter has its
place in the Public Law 480 program.
I think it is beneficial, and I favor a
certain amount of it. But I think there
is confusion in the minds of many per-
sons about how the barter program
works. People think of barter as a trade.
They think we trade wheat for, let us
say, platinum.

The way the barter program has
worked has been that we sold wheat,
for example, through private channels
for either dollars or currencies which
were convertible, for the most part, into
dollars. With those funds we would go
to some other country and buy raw ma-
terials, largely through private channels.

Much has been said of the May 28
press release of the Department of Ag-
rieulture, which had the effect of prac-
tically shutting off the so-called barter
program. I am not too happy about
certain features or paragraphs of that
release. Specifically, I am not happy
about item 6 in the release, which pre-
cludes the processing in this country of
any material which is received in barter.

In other words, if an ore which is to
come into the United States is in a raw
state, in a condition of dust, so that
it might blow away and is expendable,
it will be processed into another state,
so that it will keep indefinitely. This
processing has to be done overseas, ac-
cording to item 6 of the May 28 release,
and I am not too happy about that. I
know there are certain reasons for it,
but I feel that that policy should be
reviewed and changed.

There are other features in the re-
lease, which is in the nature of regula-
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tions issued by the Department of Ag-
riculture, which I think should be liber-
alized so that the amount of barter could
be increased from its present level, which
is very low, to an amount which would
be more realistic.

I have great fear that the bill before
the Senate will overencourage bartering.
It is true, as the bill provides, that a
ceiling is established at $500 million a
year, and that no floor is established.
But it is clear from the report and from
the debate so far that the $500 million
is a figure which the proponents of the
bill hope will be attained, and they
strongly suggest that the Department of
Agriculture barter $500 million worth
of products a year.

Why are some persons so much con-
cerned about including in the law a pro-
vision to require the exporting of $500
million of surpluses through barter? If
the bartered material is, in the first
instance, sold in most cases for dollars,
or if not for dollars, for pretty sound
currencies, why the barter provision?
That is clear, and we find the explana-
tion in the report on the bill. Those
who engage in the barter get a price
advantage over those who engage in
selling United States agricultural sur-
pluses for cash.

On page 4 of the report we read:

Barter arrangements of this type con-
tribute to increased exportation of agricul-
tural commodities in two ways as follows:
(1) the barter contractor pays the exporter a
commission, or in some similar manner, the
exporter is enabled to reduce the export price
slightly and thereby sell the commodity.

Somehow, through the use of money, or
a profit made on the incoming article in
the barter transaction, but in the same
manner, a price advantage is given to
the exporters who use the barter method
over the exporters who sell for cash.
Those who used the barter method were
stepping pretty high for a time in the
free use of money. They took money of
which they had the free use, and that
was more than the profit they needed.
So they cut their price to move the ma-
terial.

That is fine. I favor aggressive selling.
I think it is necessary to be aggressive in
getting behind the moving of surpluses.
But let us not do so in direct competi-
tion, and in a way that is injurious to
the hard-working exporters who have
been for years and are now engaged in
selling American agricultural products
abroad for cash.

In my own State we have an example
of this. There are many exporting firms
which have remained in the same fami-
lies for generations. They are highly
specialized firms. Their entire effort is
directed toward the export of the various
types of tobacco grown in Kentucky and
elsewhere in the Southeast. Theirs is a
highly specialized business. Those firms
have been having hard times lately. It
is not their fault. The fault is that the
price of tobacco on the world market is
high, and the volume, therefore, has
dropped. But the skills, energies, and
talents of the tobacco-exporting firms
are being preserved, because of the spe-
cialized effort necessary to export to-
bacco.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of tge Senator from Kentucky has ex-
pired.

Mr. ATKEN. I yield 3 more minutes to
the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. MORTON. We cannot afford to
have those people go out of business,
we shall need them. They do not
know a thing about importing plati-
num, chrome ore, tung c¢il, or any-
thing else of that nature. The firms I
have mentioned are not able to remain
in business when the international trad-
ers in New York get the business, and it
goes outside normal channels.

There is a long-range aspect of the
matter which is for the benefit of the
American farmer. We are confronted
with an immediate problem. That prob-
lem is to dispose of surpluses.

I want to see Public Law 480 con-
tinued, and I want to see the barter pro-
vision continued. There is not enough
bartering at present. But I fear that if
the amount is increased to $500 million
g year, we will not know how many years
it will continue—we have already had
pressure to provide for 2 years—and the
pressure will increase to have the
amount increased to $1 billion a year.

If the measure shall be enacted in its
present form, I am of the opinion that
those who are specialists in the export-
ing of agricultural products, those who
know how to aggressively sell them on
the world market, will be forced out of
the picture entirely by international
traders who are specialists, perhaps, in
platinum, diamonds, star sapphires, or
something else of that nature.

Certainly our tobacco exporters in
Eentucky do not pretend to know any-
thing about practice, and they should
not be forced into competition with the
big New York, international operators
who will pick up the tobacco and, be-
cause they know how to buy industrial
diamonds and how to make use of their
money and how to proceed in the other
ways, undersell the American exporter
who confines his efforts to the specialized
field in which he has always dealt.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
shall support the amendment submitted
by the Senator from Vermont.

In conclusion, I wish to say that I
favor passage of the bill as a whole, and
I am not opposed to barter. I came to
this position after listening faithfully, to
the debate for 2 days.

I do not believe that the Department
of Agriculture, in its argument against
the bill, has made a good case. I be-
lieve we should review the regulations of
May 28.

I do not wish to see this matter opened
up in the way in which is might be
opened up by means of this bill. Under
the pressures which are to come, the
total might far exceed $1 billion a year.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr, President, as
I understand, on the pending question
15 minutes is available to each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hoe-
LITZELL in the chair)., That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 10 minutes.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I
appreciate the views which have been
expressed by the Senator from EKen-
tucky.

_ I believe there are some points which
it might be helpful to clarify.

There is no argument about the ne-
cessity to give reasonable assistance to
the farmers, under the terms of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation Act or under
the terms of Public Law 480.

The issue is over language contained
in the pending bill, as contrasted to the
language of Public Law 480, the existing
statute.

The language of the existing statute
has been interpreted by the Department
of Agriculture in such a way as to limit
severely the barter operations. That
has been done under the doctrine of
what is called the certificate of addi-
tionality. That is the source of ahout
the only argument in this case.

However, during the debate, some
points which have been raised need to be
clarified, in my opinion, for the sake
of the integrity of the REcorb.

Mr, President, I have met with those
who handle the barter program. They
testified before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

A large number of scare arguments
have been raised during the debate. But
they have no merit in fact, and they
have hardly any merit in fiction.

For example, one argument which has
been made has been that under the
barter program the country would be
flooded with materials other than stra-
tegic materials. I have been informed
by responsible officials of the Govern-
ment—and, by the way, that information
is set forth in the Senate committee
hearings—that any barter agreement is
undertaken only after a procurement di-
rective has been issued by the Govern-
ment of the United States, or after a
request for particular materials which
are not available on the American mar-
ket has been received from a Govern-
ment agency.

The Department of Agriculture does
not barter willy nilly, under the barter
program. The Department barters on
the basis of procurement directives and
specific requests from another Govern-
ment agency.

Furthermore, all these directives and
all these procurement requests are
arrived at only after all departments of
the Government that are conecerned have
been heard from. For example, the fol-
lowing participate in consultations in an
interdepartm=ntal committee: Repre-
sentatives of the State Department, who
endeavor to determine the effect of any
proposed barter on our foreign policy;
representatives of the Department of
Commerce, who endeavor to determine
how such barter would affect our domes-
tic industries; representatives of the
Department of the Interior, who en-
deavor to determine what the proposed
barter arrangement might do to our do-
mestic metals or minerals; representa-
tives of the General Services Adminis-
tration, which is responsible for giving
techniecal advice on bartering to the De-
partment of Agriculture; and represent-
atives of the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
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tion, which is responsible for the overall
national policy regarding strategic and
critical materials and stockpiling.

I am atitempting to state what the rec=
ord reveals, namely, that no barter
arrangements are arrived at simply on
the basis that someone wishes to engage
in barter. The Department of Agricul-
ture is not required to barter for any
particular commodity. It barters only
when it finds that bartering is in the
public interest.

Furthermore, there have been some
statements to the effect that under a
barter arrangement which might be
made, tung oil or wool, for example,
might come into the United States and
be in the possession of the Commodity
Credit Corporation. Of course, such
statements are based on the theory that
the Secretary of Agriculture, who has
the responsibility for the barter program,
would exercise such poor judgment as to
cause the American market to be flooded
with agricultural commodities—if the
limitation contained in the bill could be
said to make possible a flood. Such
statements are made on the supposition
or presumption that the Secretary of
Agriculture is incompetent or is willfully
malicious.

Mr. President, I do not make such an
assumption, and I do not think there is
any evidence that such things have been
done under the barter program.

Furthermore, under the barter pro-
gram the Secretary of Agriculture bar-
ters only for commodities which are re-
quired by another Government agency,
or approved for stockpile purposes by a
procurement directive. For instance, he
will barter for commodities which are
required by the Department of State,
and will do so at its request; or he will
barter for commodities which are re-
quired by the Department of Defense,
and will do so at its request; or he will
barter for commodities which are re-
quired by the Office of Defense Mobili-
zation, for the national stockpile or the
supplemental stockpile, and will do so at
its request. That is the way the pro-
gram operates.

However, we find that there exists a
considerable amount of misinformation
regarding the economic operations of
the barter program.

I have checked to ascertain who fa-
vers an expanded barter program, I
find that an expanded barter program is
favored by, among many others, the
National Foreign Trade Council, which
is composed of representatives of some
of the largest companies in the United
States—for instance, General Motors
Corp., the Singer Co., the International
Business Machines Corp., and the Inter=
national Harvester Co.,, a number of
great exporting companies and great
domestic producers. At its conference
of last fall, the National Foreign Trade
Council went on record in support of an
expanded program of barter for stra-
tegic and other materials which are in
short supply in the United States—in
other words, such materials of which the
United States does not have a sufficient
supply.
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So we find that some of the greatest
industries of the Nation have been call-
ing upon the Department of Agriculture
and, through it, upon the Government, to
expand the barter program for strategic
and other materials of which a sufficient
supply does not exist in the United
States. That is exactly what is covered
by section 303 of the pending bill.

Mr. President, I have checked further
in order to reassure both myself and my
colleagues. I have checked with the De-
partment of Agriculture and with the
Department of the Interior. I find, for
example, that before any metal or min-
eral is bartered for, the Government of
the United States checks with American
industry, American labor, and the Ameri-
can market to make sure that whatever
may be bartered for will not have an in-
jurious effect upon the American market
but, instead, will have a helpful effect.

For example, let me point out that I
have been assured that the ferrochrome
industry, which has huge processing
plants throughout the Nation, was pro-
ducing at about 45 percent of capacity
before the barter program went into
effect approximately 22 years ago. In
other words, unemployment existed and
the facilities of the industry were not
being properly used. However, after the
barter program went into effect, and
after ferrochrome metals were made
available to the processing plants, the
results were 95 percent employment and
95 percent production. Today the barter
program has been cut off, and today the
ferrochrome industry is operating at 40
percent of capacity and unemployment
again exists in that industry. The same
was true as to lead, and the same was
true as to zinc.

The other day I heard reference made
to fluorspar. It was stated that under
this program it might be possible to
bring into the United States fluorspar
which would have an injurious effect
upon the American fluorspar industry.
However, I find that the only material
for which our country has bartered is
what is called the acid type of fluorspar—
a type which the United States does not
produce, but which is needed by the
United States.

So, Mr. President, I am attempting to
say to my colleagues that everything that
is done under the barter provision is done
upon the advice of the most capable ex-
perts in the Government.

Finally, the Government of the United
States reports to the Senate that on
barter arrangements we have made
money. We have bought materials for
our stockpile, thereby being able to give
stability to the American metal and
mineral market. I regret our friends
from Western States are not present to
hear these statements. We have pur-
chased those materials, in all instances,
at competitive prices, where we have been
able to get strategic materials for our
Government at world market prices at a
saving to the taxpayers of the United
States.

This is not my word, Mr. President;
it is the word of the Department of Agri-
culture, which is responsible for the
barter program. It is the word of the
Office of Defense Mobilization and of the
General gServices Administration. In
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other words, we have saved money on the
barter program, in terms of cost of ma-
terials we have acquired. We have saved
money on the barter program in terms
of storage savings on agricultural com-
modities that have been sold under
barter. We have improved American in-
dustry under the barter program. We
have given employment under the barter
program. We have been able to liquidate
some of our agricultural stocks under the
barter program, for good and sound
reasons,

I checked out every line of the language
of this amendment insofar as the words
relate to both the critical stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile. The lan-
guage in the bill has the same effect as in
the previous law, Public Law 480. What
really is required, and it is the difference
between what we now have before us and
what the law is at present, is the em-
phasis which the Congress places on the
Department of Agriculture to barter
when it is in the public interest, to barter
where we can make savings, and to barter
for supplies that do not deteriorate.

It has been stated that we have too
many industrial diamonds. I want to
make the record clear that every ma-
chine tool industry using high-grade
steels requires industrial diamonds. Min-
ing operations require industrial dia-
monds. While for a period of time, we
have had more industrial diamonds than
the American market can absorb, indus-
trial diamonds are absolutely necessary
to an industrial society.

We produce 5 percent of our platinum
needs. The Soviet Union produces 85
percent of the world’s platinum. We
have to scrounge around the world’s
market to get our share of the other
10 percent, where, if we have been able
to get it, we have either been paying
exorbitant prices on the world market
or we have been able to barter to fill
our platinum stocks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hosrirzern in the chair)., The time of
the Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield myself the
remainder of the time allotted to me.

I see present the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansrFierp]. I want him to
know I have doublechecked again this
morning with those responsible for the
barter program, insofar as metals and
minerals are concerned. The analysis of
the information I have received shows
that under the barter program the
American minerals and metals market

(has been strengthened. Under the bar-
|ter program all of the minerals and

| metals are sealed off, and it takes a joint
{resolution of Congress to take anything
jout of the supplemental stockpile. It
takes an act of war to make it possible
for the President to take those mate-
rials out of the strategic stockpile or is
required that Congress be notified, and
nothing can be done for 6 months, dur-
ing which time Congress can approve or
disapprove such action.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does that apply to
the supplemental stockpile as well?

Mr, HUMPHREY., Yes.

March 20

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Minnesota has stated that our supply of
platinum is short; but we are not short
in manganese, tungsten, lead, or zine.
What is the status with reference to
those metals? Will there be any barter=
ing as to them?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not if we have
what we need. What we do is seek the
advice of the industry. We seek the
advice of the industrial group, as well
as the workers. We seek the advice of
those who do the processing. We seek
the advice of the General Services Ad-
ministration and the agency having
jurisdiction. Unless the acquisition of
the metal is to the advantage of the
national security or is to the advantage
of our own industry, it is not bartered
for. If it is obtained, it is locked up,
and thereby bolsters our market.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Am I to under-
stand that if the Senator’s proposal is
adopted, insofar as the stockpiling of
lead, zine, manganese, and tungsten are
concerned there will be no additions,
even in the supplemental stockpile?

Mr. HUMPHREY. There may be ad-
ditions, but only if they are sealed off,
only if they in no way depress the Amer-
ican market, and only if they have a
tendency to augment or improve the
American market. I get that informa-
tion from the responsible officials of the
Department of Agriculture who are re-
sponsible for the barter program.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has
also contacted the responsible officials in
t'.het ?Depart.ment. of the Interior, has he
no

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes;
have testified.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the Senator
contacted any persons in the industry?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have only tele-
grams from industry, which I read yes-
terday. I have not confined my time to
members of the industry.

Mr. President, I wish to conclude.
Yesterday I heard it said that the barter
program might disrupt our foreign policy.
I submit that there is no evidence to lead
to that conclusion. I checked with the
German desk in the State Department
with the assistant in charge of German
economic affairs. He denies flatly that
there has been any request from the Ger-
man Federal Ministry of Agriculture to
the State Department, as was indicated
on the floor yesterday. All incoming and
outgoing communications between the
State Department and the German
Ministry would have to go over this State
Department desk and be cleared by it.
There have been no outgoing communi-
cations from the State Department to
Germany on this matter, either as of
yesterday or today. The State Depart-
ment informs me that if any such com-
munications have been exchanged, it has
been outside the State Department.

The office of the agricultural attaché
at the German Embassy in Washington,
Herr Schlange-Schoeningen, informed
my office this morning that there have
been no inquiries initiated or communi-
cated to or from the Embassy either to
the State Department or to the Agricul-
ture Department on this issue. Surprise
was expressed that information about
yesterday’'s grain market in Berlin was

and they
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available for use yesterday in the Senate.
Actually, the Berlin grain market is a
limited and special situation, anyway,
and the Hamburg market is the impor-
tant one in Germany. If any communi-
cations took place between the German
Federal Ministry of Agriculture in Bonn
and the American Government, the Ger-
man Embassy here does not yet know
about it, and the only remaining possibil-
ity would seem to be direct communica-
tions between the German Ministry and
the United States agriculture attaché
in Bonn, and through him to the Agri-
culture Department. Yet as far as can
be determined there is no record of such
communication in the files of the Foreign
Agricultural Service, to which the
attaché reports.

I say this because I do nof want to dis-
rupt our foreign policy. checked the
matter this morning with the State De-
partment, the Department of Agricul-
ture, and the German Ambassador. I
can say for the Recorp there is no in-
formation of record in the files of our
Government that the German market on
grains has been in any way upset because
of what we are contemplating.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Minnesofa has
expired.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need.

I think we had better take last things
first. In reference fo the State Depart-
ment getting any communication from
Germany respecting the amendment and
the possible effect on grains, I have a
copy of a communication to the State
Department which is listed as unclassi-
fied, and which was received by the De-
partment on the 18th of Maxrch, reading:

There is a rumor in the German grain
trade that if German Government will cer-
tify that feed-graln imports are in addition
to usual commercial imports there is a pro-
gram in United States whereby feed grains
can be purchased—

A note on this paper says the program
referred to is the barter provision of the
bill—

whereby feed grains can be purchased, from
now through September 30, 1958, at 4 to 10
percent less than normal export price. If
above possible, the trade is of opinion some
quantities of barley and grain sorghum could
be moved under replacement procedure.

Federal Ministry of Agriculture has had
several calls and are asking us for confirma-~
tion of such a program and also if there is
an officlal form upon which to certify. “In
additlon to wusual commercial imports.”
What criteria used for determining “In ad-
dition to usual commerclal imports™?

That is a cablegram from our Embassy
in Bonn.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ATKEN. I do not have too much
time, but I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I only wish to say
that the cablegram may be from our
Embassy, but to whom I do not know,

Mr. ATKEN. That is correct. The ca-
blegram came from the Embassy in
Bonn.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Within an hour
before I ecame to the Senate today—or
perhaps 2 hours—at slightly after 11
o'clock, I talked with the State Depart-
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ment, and the State Department in-
formed me that the German desk, over
which all materials would have to move,
denies flatly that there has been any re-
quest from the German Federal Ministry
of Agriculture to the State Department
regarding this matter.

Mr. AIKEN. I think it is very evident
that the request was made of our Em-
bassy in Bonn, rather than the German
Embassy in Washington.

Mr. President, I should like to reply to
one other point which has been made
this morning, and that is the point with
regard to lead, zine, and strategic mate-
rials which might be bartered for under
the proposed change in the law.

The lead and zinc which have been
brought in up to this time have been put
in either the strategic stockpile or the
supplemental stockpile. Lead, zine, and
other minerals brought in if the bill
shall be enacted will have to be held by
the Commodity Credit Corporation itself,
unless those in charge of the stockpiles
will aceept such minerals, which they
probably would not do at the present
time. Therefore, the cost and the ex-
pense would have to be borne by the
Commodity Credit Corporation and be
charged up to our farm programs.

Mr. President, although the perfecting
amendment of the Senator from Min-
nesota to section 5, which has been ap-
proved this morning, improves the lan-
guage somewhat, it does not remove the
major objection to section 5 of the bill,
which the amendment I have offered
would strike out.

Section 5 of the bill would, first, direct
the Secretary to barter up to $500 mil-
lion worth of agricultural commodities a
year even if such transactions would not
conserve the assets of CCC and the Fed-
eral Government, but would dissipate
them.

Second, direct the Secretary to bar-
ter even though the so-called barter
transactions would merely replace cash
sales for dollars ond would have a tend-
ency to drive down the price which
CCC would receive for its remaining sales
for eash, and

Third, require the Federal Government
to pay storage on unspecified materials
to be imported if the imported materials
have storage cost and deterioration ricks
lower than agricultural commodities
owned by the CCC even though such
materials could not be used in the fore-
seeable future.

In other words, the Commodity Credit
Corporation might trade its assets for
materials, strategic and otherwise, which
would be imported into this country, but
unless there were a ready disposal either
to the stockpile or to others the CCC
might have to carry the commodities for
an indefinite period of time.

I do not want it to be understood that
I am opposing barter, if through barter
we can do business which is absolutely
in addition to the amount of business
we are doing for dollars. However, sec-
tion 5 of the bill is still entirely too
broad. It throws the gates wide open.
It would make it possible to undercut our
own foreign trade and reduce prices, as
I have indicated, and also to disrupt the
frade of ofher countries.
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I do not believe Germany would ob-
ject to the barter provisions., I think
Germany might make a dollar through
them, by buying for less than the world
market price. But I believe that other
countries such as Canada, Australia,
Argentina, and possibly France would
object to this method of price cutting.

The situation got so bad last fall that
the Canadian top officials requested a
conference with the top officials of the
United States, and as a result of the
conference the two countries entered
into an agreement. We signed an un-
derstanding with the Canadian officials
to the effect that we would stop cutting
the market out from under them, with
particular reference to wheat, barley,
rye, and such commodities the prices of
which they felt were being undercut
through barter transactions.

Mention has been made of the possi-
bility of bartering for platinum under
the proposal. Certainly we can barter
for platinum under the proposal. We
can barter for platinum under the law
which we now have. I understand that
our Government is willing to barter for
platinum, but the other folks do not
want to trade us platinum that way.
Platinum is in such demand throughout
the world that it is not necessary for
them to barter with us on platinum.

I would not want to depress world
market prices or even prices for our own
people at home. It seems incredible
that the acquisition of large amounts of
materials such as we would get in return
for bartering on a large scale would not
depress our markets here at home.

Section 5 is opposed not only by the
Department of Agriculture, but also by
the Department of State and by the De-~
partment of Commerce,

The present law is adequate to permit
bartering for materials which we need,
but it does not require bartering
for materials which we already have in
adequate supply, or which we could have
in adequate supply. It certainly is
no encouragement to our own min-
eral produecers in the United States when
we give authority to an agency of Gov-
ernment to swap surplus farm commodi-
ties for surplus minerals and materials
from other countries. The effect would
be to take surpluses off the hands of
other countries, which would encourage
greater production, thereby discouraging
production of certain materials in the
United States.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr, ATIEKEN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Do I correctly un-
derstand tne Senator to mean that coun-
tries which have strategic materials we
need would prefer to sell them to us for
hard cash, but the only attraction pre-
sented is that those countries will get
wheat and other agricultural commodi-
ties below the world market price, which
is the only inducement to sell to us the
strategic materials?

Mr. AIKEN. The effect of section 5,
which I am trying to have stricken from
the bill, would be to require the Depart-
ment to barter for those materials
whether we needed the materials or not,
and stockpile them perhaps for the next
30 or 40 years, The list of materials
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which will be accepted for the supple-
mental stockpile and the strategic
stockpile has been restricted to a very
few at the present time., I think origi-
nally there were 58 materials which
would be accepted, but most of them
have been eliminated.

Mr. PASTORE. Is the attraction es-
sentially one to get rid of surplus
agricultural commodities, or is the at-
traction one to bring to this country
materials we need?

Mr, AIKEN. Well, if it were restricted
only to materials we needed, that is cov-
ered in the present law.

Mr, PASTORE. What is the purpose?

Mr, AIKEN. The proposal would re-
quire the Department to barter for
things we do not need, provided the De=
partment could make a trade of sur-
plus farm commodities for them.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may ask a
question?

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The present law au-
thorizes the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion to barter for strategic materials,
does it not?

Mr., AIKEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. By “strategic ma-
terials” we mean those which are in
scarcity in our country, de we not?

Mr. AIKEN. We mean those ma-
terials which can be accepted either in
the strategic stockpile or the supple-
mental stockpile.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The language which
the Senator from Vermont seeks to
strike is language which would expand
the power of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration and direct it not only to barter
for strategic materials, but to barter for
other materials which we might need.

Mr. AIKEN. It directs the Secretary
to barter whether we need them or not.
It directs him to barter for materials of
which the United States does not pro-
duce enough for its own needs. The cri-
terion to be used would be whether we
import such materials in some quantity
at the present time. Any materials
which are imported at the present time—
and I would include lead, zine, pulp-
wood, paper, and such things as that—
could be bartered for.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Am I correct in un-
derstanding that, unless the language
which the Senator from Vermont seeks
to strike is stricken, the Commeodity
Credit Corporation will be obliged to
barter, not only for strategic materials,
but all other materials, provided it finds
barter to be practicable?

Mr, ATEKEN. It will be directed to
barter for such materials if those ma-
terials are not produced in sufficient
quantity in the United States. There
are many commodities with respect to
which we would like to encourage do-
mestic production, which materials
would come in this category merely be-
cause we are not now able to meet for-
eign competition in cost. This proposal
would reduce the possibility of reopen-
ing some of our mines or expanding some
of our present mining operations.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it true that un-
der the present law these objects are
achievable at the discretion of the Com-
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modity Credit Corporation, through the
advice which it receives from the vari-
ous departmental heads; but that un-
der the language which the Senator
from Minnesota has offered, barter
would become practically mandatory?

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ohio
has correctly explained the situation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Following up the
question raised by the distinguished
Senator from Ohio, am I to understand
that at the present time it is possible
for the Secretary of Agriculture to
barter surplus agricultural products for
lead, zinc, manganese, and tungsten?

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think it would
be possible unless they were needed for
the supplementary or strategic stock-
piles. According to my interpretation
this proposal would direct the Secretary
to barter whether they were needed or
not. But if they could not be trans-
ferred to the stockpile, or sold to other
agencies of the Government, they would
have to be held by the Commodity Credit
Corporation itself.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But under the
proposed system it would be possible
for the Secretary, in exchange for sur-
plus agricultural products, to obtain
those four minerals on a barter basis.

Mr. AIKEN. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Vermont has
expired.

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 2 minutes
on the bill.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr., SYMINGTON. Does the Senator
say that under this language the Secre-
tary of Agriculture would be forced to
sign contracts which he might think
were not in the best interests of the
economy of the United States? As I
understand, he is directed to look at
any proposed arrangement, but he is
not directed to close a deal.

Mr. AIKEN. The part of the present
law which requires conserving the assets
of the Commodity Credit Corporation
and the Government would be stricken
out by section 5, and the Secretary
would not be required to conserve the
assets of the Commodity Credit Cor=
poration.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Under the amend-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota, as I understand it, and based
upon the hearings on this amendment,
the Secretary would be directed to look
at the possibilities of barter, but he
would not be directed to make any con-
tracts to barter which he thought were
wrong. He would not be forced to enter
into an arrangement which would be
against the best interests of the United
States.

Mr. ATKEN. The Secretary would be
directed to barter up to $500 million
worth of agricultural commodities a
year, even if such transactions would
not conserve the assets of the Commodi-
ty Credit Corporation and the Federal
Government, but would destroy them.
The Secrefary would be directed to bar-
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ter, even though the so-called barter
transactions would displace cash sales
for dollars, and would have a tendency
to drive down the prices which the Com-
modity Credit Corporation might re-
ceive for the remaining materials, in
cash. That is the interpretation by the
Department of Agriculture, and I think
it is correct.

Mr. SYMINGTON. This interpreta-
tion by the Department of Agriculture
does not surprise me too much, because
there has never been any real effort
made to enable the Department to exe-
cute practically what the Department
says it would like to do, namely, find new
markets. The language may be a little
strong, but, based upon my business ex-
perience, in my opinion the Department’s
interpretation is completely wrong.

Mr. AIKEN. Barter was intended to
develop markets in out-of-the-way
places in the world, in addition to busi-
ness which would otherwise be done. The
international concerns engaged in bar-
tering have developed business in such
out-of-the-way places as London, Ber-
lin, The Hague, Antwerp, and Paris, I
presume they were very much surprised
to find people living in those out-of-the-
way places. [Laughter.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Vermont has ex-
pired.

Mr. AIKEN. I yield myself 2 min-
utes more,

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIEKEN. Iyield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. The platinum
market is soft. We have as much plati-
num as we need in the stockpile, one of
the chief reasons being the develop-
ment of palladium, a comparable ele-
ment.

It surprises me to learn that people
who are not interested in moving the
agricultural products of the country,
however, would not rather have a bar of
platinum which has no storage problem,
than a good many tons of some agri-
cultural product.

Mr., ATKEN, I think I would rather
use my time to discuss the merits of the
amendment, rather thah the merits of
the officials of the Department of Ag-
riculture.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr, HUMPHREY].

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
asked for 3 minutes merely to set the
record straight.

I have consulted with officials of the
Department of Agriculture; and it is
not true that this proposal is a directive
which says, “You must barter, regardless
of consequences.”

The persons in charge of barter oper-
ations in the Department of Agriculture
informed the Senate in the hearings that
barter arrangements are made only after
careful consultation with the Depart-
ment of State, the Department of Com-
merce, the Department of the Interior,
the General Services Administration,
and the Office of Defense Mobilization.

Furthermore, barter arrangements are
entered into only when there is a pro-
curement directive, approved by an in-
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teragency committee or from a depart-
ment of Government which requests the
Department of Agriculture to barter for
a specific purpose.

Let me give an example. During the
Korean war we needed wool blankets.
They were in short supply in the United
States. The ICA, in an emergency re-
quest, asked the Department of Agri-
culture to barter cotton for wool blan-
kets. That is a specific example.

Moreover, any minerals or metals are
covered by the supplemental stockpile
and by the national stockpile. While
the Commodity Credit Corporation, even
now, has some metals in its possession,
they are in process of being shifted into
the stockpile when appropriations are
made by the Congress for their absorp-
tion.

Those who have had any experience
under this program flatly deny what has
been said by those opposed to the
amendment, This amendment does not
demand that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture barter willy-nilly, What it does
provide is that, if it is in the national
interest—and if we use the same pro-
cedures as were used before the barter
program was closed, it will be in the na-
tional interest—the Secretary should
barter.

The amendment merely provides that
the Secretary shall take a look at the
proposed barter arrangements, and de-
termine whether the arrangement would
be to the best interests of our country.

I have heard a great deal about in-
ternational traders. One of the inter-
national traders which officials of the
Department of Agriculture list as being
a barter contractor, and one to which I
point with pride, is Land O’ Lakes Co-
operative Creamery—a terrible octopus,
an international trader.

Here is another one on the list. Mar-
riner & Co., Inc.,, of Lawrence, Mass.
Here is another one. The Kincaid Cot-
ton Co., Gastonia, N. C. The Interna-
tional Minerals & Metal Corp., of New
York. The Land O’ Lakes Creameries,
of Minneapolis, Minn. The Lentex Metal
& Chemical Corp., of New York. H.
Kempner, of Galveston, Tex. The list
shows 125 companies. They are mostly
large American corporations, who are in
the exporting business. Every witness
from this group before the committee
testified in behalf of barter. Of course,
barter is not the full answer, Mr. Presi-
dent, but it is an additional tool for ex-
panded marketing operations.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMFPHREY. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Soon we will be
asked to vote on a $4 billion foreign aid
program. Some of the aid will go to
foreign countries in the way of machine
tools. These tools may well be used in
the manufacture of automobiles, which
will be made in the foreign market, and
which will then compete against our own
automobile production. Our automobile
industry will feel that competition. I
do not say that is wrong, that we should
extend assistance to our friends and
allies, in the expressed interest of our
own security.

What is wrong, T say, inasmuch as
most of these countries need food very
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badly, is that there seems to be a great
desire on the part of this administra-
tion to establish policies which give away
components of our wealth which produce
further wealth; namely, dollars, ma-
chine tools, and so forth. At the same
time, despite the fact we now have em-
ployment shortages, the administration
apparently does not want to make any
real effort to move to these countries the
food that we have in such surplus, and
which nearly all these countries need.
Is there any logic to such a course?

Mr. HUMFHREY. No. All I can say,
and I say it most respectfully, is that
this is not an effort to dump, and the
fact, as shown by the record, is that
sometimes we will get a little better price
in that way than we would in the open
market.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield 1 more min-
ute to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It takes 12 to 14
pounds of manganese to make a ton of
steel. Does the Senator see any reason
why, since we have these agricultural
surpluses, that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture should not be told to find out
whether he can get rid of some of these
surpluses, to help our own economy; by
bartering, if he can do so, instead of
having either hard line materials given

away, or agriculture products given
away?
Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator’s

point is well taken. Most responsible
officials that I have discussed the matter
with favor the barter program. For ex-
ample, it has resulted in a saving of $103
million in storage cost alone. I call that
particularly to the attention of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I yield 30
seconds to the Senator from Utah [Mr,
WATKINS].

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I
have prepared a statement on the bill
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp, together with
several related matters.

There being no objeetion, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

AMENDMENTS ELIMINATING SECTIONS 5 AND 6
OF 8. 3420, A BiLL To EXTEND AND AMEND
THE AGRICULTURAL TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1954
The purpose of this amendment is to

eliminate sections 5 and 6 of the bill before

us. These sections of S. 3420, if enacted
into law, would direct the Secretary of Agri-
culture, among other things, to barter up to
$500 million worth of surplus agricultural
commodities per year, for materials of which
the United States supposedly does not do-
mestically produce its consumptive needs.

A short historical review of the barter pro-
gram as conducted under the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1054 is in order at this point. Such a re-
view will make it plain why I oppose amend-
ment of section 303 of that act as provided
for by section 5, and why I oppose amend-
ment of section 206 of the Agricultural Act
of 1956 as provided for by section 6 of this
bill as well.

Section 303 of Public Law 480 authorizes
the Commodity Credit Corporation to barter
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surplus  agricultural commodities for
“strategic materials entaillng less risk of
loss through deterloration or substantially
less storage charges,” among other things,
when there is opportunity to protect the
funds and assets of the CCC by so doing.
As the seventh annual t of the activie
ties of the Joint Committee on Defense Pro=
duction (January 16, 1958) indicates:

“To date the acquisition of strategic ma-
terlals through CCC barter agreements has
been limited to materials listed within the
Office of Defense Mobilization procurement
directives for both the strategic and supple~
mental stockpiles” (p. 59).

At the end of April 1957, the barter pro-
gram was suspended so as to enable the De=
partment of Agriculture to develop safe-
guards against the substitution of barter
transactions for dollar sales without net
gain In total export of agricultural sur-
pluses. Another factor involved was the
growing volume of complaints that minerals
acquired as a result of the barter program
were having an adverse effect upon domestic
mining operations, especially lead and zine.

Toward the end of May 1957, the barter
program was resumed under revised ‘policies
which insured that a proposed barter trans-
action will mean a net Increase in United
States exports in order to insure against
simply replacing dollar sales. Thus the re-
medial program does not provide as ready a
market for foreign minerals as had been
done in the past.

As we all know, the United States is de=-
pendent upon foreign sources for certain
strategic materials. However, it 1s not de-
pendent upon foreign sources for over one-
half of all of the kinds of materials con-
tained in the strategic and supplemental
stockpiles. Not only that, but also several
of the strategic materials for which sur-
plus agricultural commodities have been
bartered actually consist of minerals of
of which we have an abundance right here
in the United States.

For example, over one-half of the value of
the 24 supplemental stockpile materials de-
livered from July 1, 1954, through December
31, 1957, consists of fluorspar, lead, and zine.
These are minerals, the domestic prices of
which have been depressed by excessive for-
eign imports, over the past few years. This
factor, coupled with the economic recession,
has resulted in excessive and prolonged un-
employment in these mining industries.

I point these facts out, Mr. President, be=
cause in my opinion amendment of section
303 of Public Law 480 could well work to
the further detriment of our domestic lead
and zine mining industry, including addi-
tional minerals such as copper and coal as
well, which along with lead and zinc are
depressed industries at the present time.

It is understandable that the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry should try to
find and develop means and methods of ex-
panding the demand for agricultural com-
modities. Especially is this true in light of
the news recently released by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture that exports of farm
commodities during the first half of the cur-
rent fiscal year were down 10 percent from
the dollar volume of a year earlier.

But I submit that the Congress should
not in its zeal to find additional outlets for
agricultural commodities take steps which
will transfer that industry’s problem of “di-
verted acres” and resulting oversupply to the
domestic mining industry. This I believe
could well be the case if sectlons 5 and 6
are not eliminated from S. 3420.

I say this because section 5 removes the
necessity of a finding by the Secretary of
Agriculture that by bartering surplus com=-
modities there is an opportunity to protect
the funds and assets of the Commodity
Credit Corporation. It would require him,
in eflect, to barter up to $500 million an-
nually of surpluses for any material—not
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just strategic materials, which, in his judg-
ment, are not produced domestically in large
enough quantities to meet our requirements,
whatever that term may mean. Enactment
of section 6 of the bill then would permit
the duty-free entry of such materials.

No criteria are contained in sections b5
and 6 which the Secretary of Agriculture
could use to determine exactly what are the
materials of which the United States does
not domestically produce its requirements.
I suppose since the bulk of United States
lead and zinc consumption is coming from
foreign imports, it could be sald that we do
not produce our own requirements. But
what a farfetched position that would be to
take, since our miners and mines are capable
of supplylng a major portion of our own
lead and zinc requirements, if it were not
for the fact that cheap foreign imports have
been permitted to flood this country for
several years now.

Yet, there would be no reason why the
Secretary of Agriculture could not, if sec-
tions 5 and 6 are enacted into law, barter
surpluses for lead and zinc. In fact, based
upon the amount of lead and zinc in the
supplemental stockpile, and the depressed
world price, I suspect there might well be
strong pressure generated to force him to do
it. The same could be said for copper, coal,
fluorspar, and other minerals as well.

“As the Secretary of Agriculture put it so
well in his letter of March 11, 1858, to the
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture
and Forastry in opposing enactment of sec-
tions 5 and 6 of this bill:

“There are powerful forces urging open-
ing the throttle on a barter program. An
analysis of the reasons therefore is in order.

“This country is In a position to buy for
current consumption all the foreign pro-
duced materials the economy requires. Leg-
islation exists for the procurement of all the
materials deemed prudent to stockpile for
future emergency defense needs. The rate
and extent of such procurement is limited
only by appropriation by the Congress. In
spite of the zeal to substitute barter for nor-
mal exchange, the United States dollar can
still be utilized to better advantage in world
markets than our agricultural commodities.
Then why do we have such strong pressures
for a wide open barter program? The fact
is that a surplus situation exists in the world
for many materials. The producers of these
materials in the foreign countries and im-
porters of these materials into this country
want a price support and surplus removal
program for these materials. * * *

“There are a few materials such as indus-
4rlal diamonds of which there is no domestic
production. Of the rest, the world produc-
tion affects domestic producers by their com-
petitive price in the United States market.
The removal of and insulation from the
market of those surpluses may provide a
temporary price stabilization to domestic
producers of such materials, Such was the
result of rather extensive barter transactions
involving lead and zinec in the past. An
artificlal outlet at profitable prices can only
stimulate forelgn production. When the
Department of Agriculture realized the folly
of serving as a dumping ground for foreign
surplus lead and zinc with little resultant
gains in the disposal of agricultural com-
modities we stopped the program for reap-
praisal. The domestic lead and zine indus-
try felt the full irpact of the price-depress-
ing effect of this stimulated foreign produc-
tion. Such will be the inevitable result on
other domestic producers of barter materials
under a barter program which provides an
outlet for surplus foreign materials and
serves as A stimulant for further expansion
of such surplus production.”

In this connection, Mr. President, I should
like to point out that the Combined Em-~
ployment and Unemployment Release, Feb-
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ruary 1958, issued on March 11, 1958, by the
Departments of Commerce and Labor, indi-
cates that between January and February
1958, the number of men on mining payrolls
declined by 14,000. In February 19858, the
percentage of the labor force in the mining
industry who were unemployed stood at
115, an increase of nearly 2 percent over
January 1958, In my own State of Utah,
there has been a loss of 2,400 mining jobs in
the last 6 months. In addition, 1,619 unem-
ployed miners were claiming unemployment
insurance during the week ended March 15,
1958. This latter figure compares with 464
during the comparable week in 1957.

I am attaching three short statements of
recent date, which depict a desperate plight
of the copper, coal, and lead and zinc indus-
tries to be printed at this point in my re-
marks.

I am not opposed to a barter program per
se, but I am opposed to an ‘open the
throttle” barter program, as the Secretary of
Agriculture termed the kind of program
which would be created by enactment of sec-
tions 5 and 6 of this bill. American miners
and their families, as well as the mine owners
of this country, should not be obligated to
assume the burden of an unwise price-sup-
port program of past years, which has re-
sulted in the production of surpluses greatly
in excess of market outlets. Solving the
problem of excess agricultural production be-
longs to agriculture; it is not the responsi-
bility of the American mining industry,
which has suffered enough injury through
excessive imports permitted by our reciprocal
trade agreements policy.

Before voting on this amendment, I think
it desirable to enumerate the reasons why
sectlons 6 and 6 should be eliminated from
the bill. In his letter to the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, the
Sacretary of Agriculture summarized them as
follows:

1. Sections 5 and 6 would direct the Sec-
retary to barter up to £500 million worth of
agricultural commodities per year even if
such transactions would not conserve the
assets of the CCC and the Federal Govern-
ment but would dissipate them.

2. These sectlons would direct the Sec-
retary to barter even though the so-called
barter transactions would merely replace
cash gales for dollars, and would force a
tendency to drive down the price which the
CCC would receive for its remaining sales
for cash.

3. They would require the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay storage on unspecified mate-
rials to be imported if the imported mate-
rials have storage costs and deterioration
risks lower than agricultural commodities
owned by CCC, even though such materials
could not be used in the foreseeable future.

4. They would increase the interest costs
of CCC and the Federal Government,

5. They would provide world price sup-
port for materials without permitting do-
mestic mining Interests to benefit directly.

6. Enactment of sections 5 and 68 would
not to any measurable extent establish
new agricultural export outlets or increase
existing ones.

For these reasons I urge the adoption of
this amendment which the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] proposed to S. 3420.

ExsIBIT 1
[From Pay Dirt, Phoenix, Arlz., of October
18, 19567]

Leap-Zmve TareF PeTITION Is FILED—EMER-
GENCY COMMITTEE SEEKS Maxmaom Per-
MISSIBLE DUTY INCREASES
In its formal petition, the Emergency

Lead-Zine Committee stated in part:

“The President of the United States has
recognized that a continuously productive
lead and zinc mining industry is of funda-
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mental importance to the national security,
that the lead and zine mining industry is in
a distressed condition, and it is appropriate
in the present circumstances to invoke the
relief afforded by the escape clause,

“In May 1954, the Tariff Commission
completed its prior investigation of the
same subject and recommended the maxi-
mum increases permitted by existing law in
the import rates on primary lead and zine.
Instead of implementing this recommenda-
tion, the President ordered a stockpiling
program which has temporarily operated to
remove some of the surplus production from
the market. Now that the stockpiling pro-
gram is tapering off, large surpluses of im-
ported lead and zinc overhang the market
and market prices have again receded to dis-
tress levels.

“Although industrial consumption of both
lead and zinc in the United States has con-
tinued on a high, and rising, level, our
mine production has receded considerably
below wartime levels at the same time that
imports have continued to increase both
actually and relatively.

“In each year since. the Commissioner's
prior report, imports of both lead and zine
have materially exceeded our own mine pro-
duction. So far in 1957, imports of lead
are at an annual rate of 146 percent of our
current mine production and imports of
zine are at a rate of 142 percent of current
mine production in our own country.

“While the stockpiling program was In
full swing, the returns to our miners were,
in general, at viable, although not very
profitable, levels. In recent months, prices
have receded dangerously, to 14 cents per
pound for lead and to 10 cents per pound
for zinc. The price of lead is at the same
level as existed at the time of the prior
report of the Commission and the price of
gine 1s now lower.

“As imports have continued to flood the
country, inventories have increased to bur-
densome levels.

“Costs of production have continued to
increase. Consequently many mines, in all
sectlons of the country, have been caught in
the cost-price squeeze, and have been forced
to close down, throwing thousands of miners
out of work.

“There are at present at least 5,000 less
miners producing lead and zinc in the
United States than on January 1, 18567. For
each miner thrown out of work, at least
11, persons engaged in milling, smelting,
refining, transportation, ete., are also thrown
out of work so that the loss of 5,000 miners
in employment means a loss of at least
12,600 employees engaged in the handling
of primary lead and zine.

“Imported lead and zine metal are like
and directly competitive with lead and zine
produced from ores mined in the United
States, and imported lead and zinc ores are
like and directly competitive with lead and
zinc ores mined in this country. Like-
wise, imports of most of the lead and zinc
manufactures are like and directly competi-
tive with lead and zinc products made in
the United States.

“The American miners acknowledge that
the consumptive demands for lead and zinc
in the United States are in excess of do-
mestic production and that a continuation
of substantial imports is necessary and de-
sirable.

“They have no wish to penalize American
consumers, to deny American industry access
to adequate supplies, or to unreasonably
raise prices so as to discourage consump-
tion, The Committee will later propose a
system of Import quotas that will meet the
above criteria and at the same time give a
moderate degree of protection to our pri-
mary producers so as to restore and con-
tinue a healthy industry.”
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ExH=IBIT 2

[From News Letter of the Mining Association
of Montana, Butte, Mont., of February
19568]

Provistons—CoPPER BILL
PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to amend the
existing copper import tax legislation so as
to enable the copper-mining industry of the
United States to survive. This is attempted
by changing the present peril point of 24
cents per pound to 30 cents per pound and
by imposing a 4-cent-per-pound import tax
which shall not be In effect when the do-
mestic market price is 30 cents per pound
or more. The bill thus seeks to achieve
needed protection for the domestic copper
industry and at the same time keep to a
minimum any interference with foreign
trade. It would leave the domestic market
wholly free to all copper producers when the
price is above the perll point.

; BACKGROUND

The Internal Revenue Code has, since 1932,
provided for an import tax on articles of im-
ported copper—4 cents per pound on most
items. That import tax, however, has been
severely cut by Presidential proclamations
under foreign trade agreements (GATT
specifically); the 4-cent tax was cut to 2 cents
in 1949, further cut to 1.8 cents in 1957, and
is now scheduled to be cut to 1.7 cents on
June 30, 1958. And, since 1951, by act of
Congress, the tax has been suspended alto-
gether, with the support of the domestic
copper-producing industry. The suspension
enactments in 1951, 1953, 1954, and 1955 each
contained a proviso to the effect that the
suspension would end if the domestic market
of copper fell below 24 cents for a calendar
month. The 195656 suspension, which is still
in effect and contains such proviso, will
terminate on June 30, 1958.

Since the 1955 suspension, far-reaching
changes have occurred in the copper-produc-
ing industry. Substantial increases in for-
elgn production, coupled with constantly
increasing wage and other costs in the United
States, have rendered precarious the position
of the domestic producing industry. The
domestic copper price has fallen from a high
of 43 cents per pound in 1955 and 46 cents in
1856 to 27 cents per pound, and even lower for
custom smelters, at present. The price in
Europe has fallen even further, the London
Metal Exchange price being now the equiva-
lent of approximately 22 cents. The result
has been shutdowns and important curtail-
ments at practically all domestic copper
mines, with substantial loss of employment
and damage to the communities and States
involved.

These changes and their consequences in-
dicate the necessity both for a reestablish-
ment of the Import tax on copper at 4 cents
per pound, and for a revision of the so-called
peril point, i, e., the price below which the
import tax becomes effective. This peril
point should be set at & level which will en-
courage and maintain an active, healthy do-
mestic copper-mining industry. Reestablish-
ment of the import tax at 4 cents per pound
will afford some real measure of protection
when the price falls below that peril polnt.

ExmmiT 3
UnNITED MINE WORKERS OF AMERICA,
DistricT 22, WyoMING-UTAH,
Price, Utah, March 3, 1958.
Mr. ARTHUR V. WATKINS,
Senate Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR SBENATOR WATEINS: This is a letter of
appreciation by the undersigned In your ef-
forts in behalf of the coal industry in the
State of Utah of which I am enclosing the
number of men who are at the present time
unemployed in the coal industry. Also the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

statistical data of the number of mines some
of which have been closed due to the lack
of market.

I certainly feel that this is very detri-
mental to the economy of the State of Utah
and of the Nation as a whole.

This information may be very helpful to
your office in behalf of the ailing industry at
the present time,

Hoping to hear from you and If any addli-
tional information is needed please feel free
to contact me.

Again thanking you for your interest and
efforts to protect the coal industry in the
‘West, I am,

Bincerely yours,
Y MaANGUs,
President.
Men | Da
Mines layed worked
oft per
week !
Adams Black Diamond | Mine shut
Coal Co. down.
Alvey Coal Mine do. 4
Ameriean Fuel Co 12
Carbon Fuel Co = 1
Chappell Coal Co. Mine shut [ e
down.
Columbia-Geneva Steel Di-
vision:
Columbia Mine._ 57 3
Geneva Mine. .. .1 _..__... Ei15g 3
Blue Flame Coal Co........ Mineshut | . 2 |........
down,

Book Cliffs Coal Co 4
Arthur L. Petty: Browning

Mine,
Coop Mining Co_ ___._.....
Day Mutuoal Coal CO.eeea-.

Heleo Coal Co......oeaeaanl T e AR 4
Insependent Coal & Coke

0.1
Castle Gate Mine. .o |.coaccaaan.- 60 | 2and 3
Clear-Creek Mine_...__| . .._...| 36
Kenilworth Mine, 106 | 2and 3

Kalser Steel Corp.: Bunny- 800

side Nos. 1,2, and 3 Mines.

Knight Ideal Coal Co.:

night No. 1 Mine_____|__._.____.__ 14 3
Knight No. 2 Mine_____| Mineshut r s ol
down.

Koal Kreek Coal Co. ol Ty - |

Larsen & Righy..ccaaaaaa.. M[ine shat | feaaaaa XA

own.,
ok ter Coal Co.
Liberty Fuel Coo..._._...
Lion Coal Corp.
Premiom Coal Co. (Soldier

Canyon).,

Royal Coal Co..
Shakespear Bros...........

Bmir] Alton Coal Mine.

Southern Utah Fuel Co...
Spring Canyon Coal Co...
Spring Creek Coal Co.

Mine shut - 1 PR
down.
do. 4

Frank M. Btone. .. .ceaeeae Mineshut |.-co. l-vacaana
down.
Bun Valley Coal Co_.___._. -zl 2
Trail Mountain Coal Mine | Mine shut e
No. 1. down.
Tucker Coal Co. L A 2
Utah Fuel Chemical Co.... Méne e SRS B R
oW,
United States Fuel Co..... mrmeammen=] 187 | TANA3
Vulean Fuel Comomocomamaas Mine shut - 1) R R
down,
Wardle Coal Mine. do 1
Webster Coal Mine. ... do G
Western Coal Mining Co 1
Wilberg Coal Co.. 2

! The amount of days working per week as up to
Mar. 1, 1958,

Mr. ATEEN. I understand the time
on the amendment has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to ask
a question of the distinguished chairman
of the commiitee, because I am sorely
torn on this question. I represent a
State in which we have large wheat sur-
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pluses and other agricultural surpluses,
where we have mineral surpluses, and
where the mining conditions are very
bad. Asa matter of fact, in the State of
Montana, we are in a depression, so far
as mining is concerned. I understand,
from the explanation that has been
given of the bill, that lead, zine, tung-
sten, and manganese have been imported
under the program, but that, on being
imported, they have been placed in what
is known as the standby stockpile.

As long as that was happening, the
price of these products was fairly strong
in this country. However, as soon as
bartering in these minerals stopped, then
the minerals which used to go into the
stockpile came into the open market,
and the price was depressed.

As the result, the lead, zine, and tung-
sten mines are closed down. They are
being flooded, the timbers are caving in,
and the breasts are falling. Also, the
result has been that a great many people
have been put out of work.

‘What is the situation under the pro-
visions now in the bill insofar as these
metals are concerned?

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
has stated many times that, although
the Secretary of Agriculture is directed
to barter, he must still consult——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield myself 1
more minute.

It must be remembered that bartering
does not affect domestic production with
respect to which “the United States does
not domestically produce its require-
ments and which entail risk of loss
through deterioration or substantial
storage charges.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then, as long as a
surplus lasts in any 1 of those 4 metals,
there can be no barter. Is that correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There cannot be
any bartering?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; that is my un-
derstanding. 5

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes on the bill, and I should
like to have the Senator from Louisiana
point out in the bill any provision which
prohibits such barter. My interpreta-
tion is that that is not only permitted,
but directed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President——

Mr. ATKEN. I have asked the Sena-
tor from Louisiana to point out the part
of the bill which prohibits the Secretary
of Agriculture bartering for lead, zinec,
or any other minerals of which we are
now importing substantial quantities.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, 1
yield myself 1 minute. This matter
has been discussed time ond time again.
I certainly hope the Secretary of Agri-
culture will use good judgment and not
stockpile strategic materials that are on
hand in abundance.

Mr. AIEKEN. They are being im-
ported now.

Mr., ELLENDER. That is true, but
even though they are the subject of
barter, they cannot be sold to the trade,
unless an act of Congress to that effect
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\is passed. All protection necessary is
iven to the producers of those mate-
gials. The reason for the barter provi-
gion in the bill is that the Department of
Agriculture has absolutely closed out
barter.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe I can
clarify this situation.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, all
metals and minerals that are bartered
have to be put in the stockpile.

Mr. AIKEN. No.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I will tell the
Senator why. It is because we do not
barter unless a procurement directive
has been issued.

Mr. ATKEN. Itcan be done under the
provisions of the bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It cannot be done.
I discussed that very point with repre-
sentatives of the Department of Agricul-

ture familiar with the details of the

program.

Mr. AIKEN.
the bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; that is not the
purpose of the bill. The purpose is to
tell the Secretary that he should barter.
He has not bartered at all. He has re-
fused to barter, at the expense of the
American taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Minnesota has
expired.

Mr. ELLENDER.
minute.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is only
fair that we should completely under-
stand how the Department of Agri-
culture operates on barter. While the
language is more of a directive to the
Secretary, it also requires that he fol-
low some procedure. He did in the past,
before barter was suspended. The same
people would administer this new bill.
The only barter that will take place will
be on a procurement directive or on a
specific request from individual agencies
of the Government. The procurement
directive is the result of action by the
interagency committee of the Depart-
ment of State, the Department of Agri-
culture, the Department of Commerce,
the General Services Administration,
and the Office of Defense Mobilization.

Unless the Office of Defense Mobiliza-
tion, which is responsible for the policy,
and the General Services Administra-
tion, which is responsible for the inven-
tory of the national stockpile or the
supplemental stockpile, say that the
barter is in the national interest, the
barter will not take place.

Mr. ANDERSON. What language is
this? Where is the language that pro-
tects the lead and zinc industry?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is already in
the supplemental stockpile language. It
is already in the national stockpile

That is the purpose of

I yield 1 more

| language. It is already a matter of

working regulation in the Department,
which has been working with it since the
79th Congress, and, indeed, since the
1956 supplemental stockpile bill. That
is not being disturbed at all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
- Mr. ELLENDER. I yield one more
minute.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to have an answer to the
same question I directed to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee.
Under the language proposed, is the idea
to provide that so long as there is a
surplus of lead, zine, manganese, and
tungsten, and a depressed condition in
those industries, no barter arrange-
ments will be made?

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the interagency
committee, composed of the Departments
of State, Interior, Agriculture, and Office
of Defense Mobilization feels that no
more metals are needed, none will be
obtained.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But we have sur-
pluses.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Stockpile surpluses
are locked up; they are isolated from the
market.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no; the surplus
is outside the stockpiles.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am talking about
any metals brought into the country

der barter, if any are brought in. They
will not be put in the American market;

hey will be put in the stockpile. There
will be no metals flooded onto the Amer-
jcan market.
| I have discussed the matter with the
officials, and I assure the Senator from
Montana that the same regulations
which prevailed previously, concerning
the consultation by experts in the GSA
and the Department of the Interior, will
prevail under this provision.

This provision simply says to Ezra Taft
Benson, “Instead of spending $1 million
a day for storage charges on wheat, and
instead of permitting that wheat to de-
teriorate, try to make a barter deal for
goods of which we are in short supply,
for goods which will not deteriorate,
for goods for which there will be no
storage charges. If you can make such
an arrangement, and if you can find an
agency cf the Government that says it
needs the goods, or if they are needed
for the defense program, then will you
please go ahead and barter?” That is
the intent of the provision.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is fine; but
we are not in short supply of lead, zine,
tungsten, and manganese. The chair-
man of the committee says they will
not be bought. The Senator from Min-
nesota does not go quite that far, but
almost that far,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not know
whether they will be bartered; I can-
not say. That is a matter to be decided
by the Office of Defense Mobilization in
the interest of protecting the security of
the United States.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Louisiana says that they will not be
bought.

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course they will
not be bartered; not under the condi-
tions just stated.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a quorum call, the
time for the quorum call to be charged
to neither side.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Are we ready
to vote?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; all the time
has been used.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be a quorum call, and that as soon
as a quorum has been obtained, the Sen-
ate xiroceed to vote on the Aiken amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have a
few minutes in which to make a state-
ment connected with the introduction
of a bill, before the quorum is called,
the time for my statement to be charged
to neither side. Is that agreeable?

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Yes.

SOUTH POLE DOG

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, we all
know that laws, rules, and regulations
are necessary to the orderly government
and functioning of society. This is the
very basis for the existence of govern-
ment, for without it we would have
anarchy.

Certain occasions arise, however,
when the rigid enforcement of the duly
adopted laws of society or government
can work an unintended hardship, and
in these cases we should act to remove
the burden of the general rules. Such
an instance has come to my attention,
and I feel that it must be brought to
the attention of my colleagues for cor-
rective action.

An Associated Press article appeared
in the Washington Evening Star last
night stating that a lieutenant in the
United States Navy who has spent the
past several months at the South Pole
is about to be mustered out of the Navy.
While Lieutenant Tuck was based in the
Antarctic, he raised and trained a sled
dog which is now said to be Navy prop-
erty, and must be offered for sale at a
public auction next week. Lieutenant
Tuck would like o retain possession of
his pet, but is prevented from doing so
by Navy regulations pertaining to the
disposition of surplus property. Fur-
thermore, the lieutenant is prevented by
law—and that is the important fac-
tor—from submitting his own bid for
purchase of the dog, because personnel
of the Armed Forces may not bid on
surplus defense property.

The Secretary of the Navy has in-
formed me that no exception can be
made in this case. It seems more fitting
to me that this serviceman should be
allowed to keep his pet than that it
should be offered for sale to some dog-
food manufacturer for advertising pur-
poses. I would like to point out that this
dog is the only one to have been born
and raised in the Antarctic. The dog
was not purchased by the Navy, and the
man who raised and trained him should
have the right to keep him.

Mr. President, I introduce for appro=
priate reference a bill which would di-
rect the Secretary of the Navy to trans-
fer all right, title, and interest in this
dog to Lieutenant Tuck.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (8. 3529) to direct the Secre-
tary of the Navy to transfer certain sur-
plus property to Lt. Jack Tuck, intro-
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duced by Mr. TavE, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent also that the article
entitled “Navy Redtape Ties Up Husky
Born at Pole,” published in the Wash-
ington Evening Star of March 19, 1953,
be printed at this point in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Navy EReprarE Tmes Uep HusyY BORN AT
PoLE—SALE As BSvrrrus THrReEaATENs To
SEPARATE SLED Doc From His SERVICE
MASTER

The Navy is taking bids on Bravo the dog,
and the bidding could be more spirited than
that for a major shipbuilding contract.

Bravo is the sled dog born in the Ant-
arctic and reputedly the only dog ever to
winter at the South Pole, Lt. (J. g.) Jack
Tuck, one of the 17 Navy men and civilian
sclentists who lived at the American South
Polar base last season, wants to keep his
canine friend when Lieutenant Tuck leaves
the Navy to go to college.

But the way the situation shaped up to-
day, Lieutenant Tuck and Bravo won't be
mustered out together. Bravo, it seems, is
Navy property and under the law can't be
given away, even though the Navy has de-
clared him to be surplus property.

Bravo and Lieutenant Tuck are now at the
United States Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Davisville, R. I.

Blds on the sale of Bravo and four other
part-wolf huskies used in the Antarctic ex-
ploration trips will be received at Davis-
ville next Tuesday. Among those express-
ing interest is at least one manufacturer of
dog food.

The bidding forms place the Government
cost for each of the 5 dogs at $233. All of
the dogs except Bravo were purchased from
Mrs. Milton Seeley of Wonalancet, N. H.

Bravo really didn't cost the Government
anything; he was a by-product of canine
social life in the Antarctic. Nevertheless,
the specifications include him in the list of
$283 dogs and that is the lowest price the
Navy wants in the bids.

Bravo—silver gray, alert and bigger than
his relatives—has been featured in pic-
torial reports of the National Geographic
magazine on the Antarctic expedition.

The bid specifications of the Navy include
this notation on Bravo: “Caution—this dog
is highly spirited and must be handled with
extreme caution.,” Bravo's Navy friends say
this is slander.

MILK PRICES

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
body of the Recorp a letter dated March
17, 1958, which I have received from the
t1?}:3.1;10115.1 Independent Dairies Associa-

OI.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

NATIONAL INDEPENDENT
DAIRIES ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D, C., March 17, 1958.
Hon. Epwarp J, THYE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeNaTor THYE: I first want to
thank you for the courteous treatment which
we received during our appearance before the
subcommittee of the Senate Small Business
Committee investigating the food industry
on March 3. Your protuund interest in the
problems of the small-dairy man is deeply
appreciated, and it has been a pleasure for
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me to Inform many of your constituents of
the Interest which you have shown and are
showing in their problems.

During my testimony you asked if we had
any figures which would show that the large
chains could lower their price of milk in
one area and raise their price in other areas,
thereby showing an overall profit.

As you know, the major dairy chain in
the United States is the National Dairy
Products Corp., which does business under
the name Sealtest. The United States De-
partment of Agriculture fluld milk and cream
reports for the months of June, July, Au-
gust, and September 1957 report that the
following markets in which Sealtest central
division operates plants had the following
changes in prices:

Memphis, Tenn.: Increased quarts 1 cent
and half-gallons 2 cents in July 1857, and
another 1 cent per quart and 2 cents per
half-gallon in August 1957.

St. Louis, Mo.: Increased 1 cent per quart,
2 cents per half gallon in July—another 1
cent per quart and 2 cents per hali-gallon
in September 1957.

Milwaukee, Wis.: Increased 1 cent per
quart and 1 cent per half-gallon in August
1957,

Nashville, Tenn.: Increased 1 cent per
quart and 2 cents per half-gallon in August
1957.

Loulsville, Ky.: Decreased 2 cents per
quart, 4 cents per half-gallon on wholesale,
and 1 cent per quart, 2 cents per half-gallon
home delivery, on August 19, 1957.

As you can see from these various changes
in the central division prices, they are able
to lower the price in any given market while
more than regaining this loss by raising their
price in any or all other cities they serve.

‘We trust that the above is the information
which you were seeking.

With all good wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
D. C. DANIEL.

DOMESTIC OIL INDUSTRY

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
may proceed for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from Texas is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have received a letter from the
President of the United States which is
of deep interest to broad sections of our
country.

On March 6 I wrote to the President
calling attention to the very serious sit-
uation that confronts the domestic oil
industry and vital parts of our economy

which depend upon it. The industry is _

staggering under the impact of con-
tinued heavy imports of petroleum and
petroleum products. In my letter, I
suggested that two steps be taken.

First, a mandatory reduction by 20
percent of oil imports under the author-
ity granted to the President by Congress
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act.

Second, a system under which imports
could be cut back from month to month
on a basis comparable to cutbacks in
the domestic industry in those States
where prorationing is in effect.

The President’s reply stated that man-
datory controls have been under “serious
discussion by the Cabinet committee.”
The President said that this country
“may be compelled to adopt some such
solution, although there are some con-
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stitutional and legal questions that may
prevent.”

The President then went on to say:

However, I do deeply believe that universal
acceptance and practice by the industry of
voluntary quotas, adjusted to the present
production situation with such flexibility
as to meet future contingencies, would avoid
many difficulties and would be the best ap-
proach to this vexing problem-—for the in-
dustry itself, as well as our economy as a
whole.

Plans are now being discussed looking to-
ward making theese adjustments, and making
them fully effective.

Mr. President, I hope the President’s
prompt response to my letter indicates
there will soon be favorable action on
this very serious problem. The present
trend cannot continue long without a
vital domestic industry suffering erip-
pling blows

I have been in continuous contact with
the responsible officials who are han-
dling the oil program. I have been urg-
ing that they take steps and take them
quickly to bring some relief to the in-
dustry.

I have expressed the hope that our
agencies in their purchases will recog-
nize the difficulties of the industry.

I have been urging that steps be taken
to make the quota system effective.

In Texas alone our producers have
had to close down hundreds of oil rigs.
The search for new petroleum reserves
has slowed down drastically. Many em-
ployees of the oil industry have been
laid off or are working part time.

I have conferred with leaders of man-
agement and labor in the industry.
They are agreed that action must be
taken quickly before the industry is
swamped in a sea of imports.

The impact has been reflected in un-
employment figures; a depressed econ-
omy in the communities that ecenter
around the industry; and in the deter-
iorating financial position of a number
of our States.

The need for action—prompt and ef-
fective action—grows more urgent every
day. I hope that the President’s state-
ment is an indication that such action
will not be long delayed.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be printed in the Recorp as part of my
remarks the text of the letter I have re-
ceived from President Eisenhower.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MarcH 15, 1958.
The Honorable LYynpoN B. JOHNSON,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, G.

Dear L¥npow: I have your letter of March
Bth calling attention to the situation con-
fronting the domestic petroleum industry.

That excessive imports have a serious ef-
fect on national security has been recog-
nized. Steps were taken by me to bring
these imports into line on a voluntary basis.
With the exception of a few recalcitrants, the
established importers who were given quotas
have cooperated willingly with the voluntary
program. The quotas under the voluntary
program were distributed, however, when
the domestic demand was considerably
higher than it is today.

The invocation of mandatory controls has
been under serious discussion by the Cabinet
Committee. We may be l:ompelled to adopt
sume such solution, s.lt.haugh there are some
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constitutional and legal questions that may
prevent. However, I do deeply believe that
universal acceptance and practice by the
industry of voluntary quotas, adjusted to
the present production situation with such
flexibility as to meet future contingencies,
would avoid many difficulties and would be
the best approach to this vexing problem—
for the Industry itself, as well as our economy
as a whole.

Plans are now being discussed looking
toward making these adjustments, and mak-
ing them fully effective.

I have asked the Secretary of Commerce
to advise you on the details of the Cabinet
Committee’s discussions and to keep you
posted on the progress being made.

With warm regard.

Sincerely,

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (S. 3420) to extend and
amend the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I renew my request that there be
a quorum call, the time for the quorum
call to be charged to neither side; and
that upon the obtaining of a quorum, the
‘Senate proceed fo vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Goldwater Mundt
Allott Gore Murray
Anderson Green Neuberger
Barrett Hayden O'Mahoney
Beall Hickenlooper Pastore
Bible Hill Payne
Bricker Hobllitzell Potter
Bridges Holland Proxmire
Bush Hruska Purtell
Byrd Humphrey Revercomb
Capehart Jenner Robertson
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Russell
Oarroll Johnston, S. C. Saltonstall
Case, N. J Kerr Schoeppel
Cuase, S, Dak Enowland Scott
Church Euchel Smathers
Clark Langer Smith, Maine
Cooper Lausche Smith, N. J.
Cotton Long Sparkman
Curtis Magnuson Stennis
Dirksen Malone Symington
Douglas Mansfield Thurmond
Dworshak Martin, Jowa  Thye
Eastland Martin, Pa. Watkins
Ellender MeClellan Williams
Ervin McNamara Yarborough
Frear Monroney Young
Fulbright Morton

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CuAvEz], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
HenNINGS], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Jacksonl, the Senator from
‘Tennessee [Mr. Kerauver]l, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KennepY], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaL-
mApGE] are absent on official business.
Mr. DIRKESEN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is
absent because of death in his family.
The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
ButLEr] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent.
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
WiLEY] is absent on official business.
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The Senators from New York [Mr.
Ives and Mr. Javirs] are detained on
official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MorTON in the chair).
present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Aikex], to strike out section
5, as amended by the Humphrey amend-
ment.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will call
the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Craavez]l, the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
HenninGs], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Jackson], the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Kerauver], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENnEDY], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaL-
MADGE] are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. CravEz], the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. HEnnNInNGS], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator
from Massachusefts [Mr. KENNEDY ], and
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TaL-
mance] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KeFauveEr] has a pair with
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bur-
LeEr]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]
would vote “nay” and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BuriLer] would vote
“yea."

Also, on this vote the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsg] has a pair with the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Bennerr]l., If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel would vote “nay”
and the Senator from Utah [Mr. Ben-
wETT] would vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of a death in his family.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BurtrEr] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FranpERS] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLey] is absent on official business.

The Senators from New York [Mr.
Ives and Mr. Javirs] are detained on of-
ficial business.

C> this vote the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. BuTiLEr] is paired with the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KErFaU-
ver]l. If present and voting, the Senator
from Maryland would vote “yea” and
the Senator from Tennessee would vote
unay.n

Also, on this vote the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Frawpers] is paired with
the Senator from New York [Mr. Jav-
1rs]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Vermont would vote “yea”
and the Senator from New York would
vote “nay.”

(Mr,
A quorum is
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The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 39, as follows: ~

YEAS—44
Alken Cotton - Martin, Pa.
Allott Curtis Morton
Anderson Dirksen Mundt
Barrett Dworshak Payne
Beall Eastland Potter
Bible Goldwa Purtell
Bricker H looper R b
Bridges Hoblitzell Baltonstall
Bush Hruska Schoeppel
Capehart Jenner th, Maine
Carlson Enowland Smith, N. J.
Case, N. J. Kuchel Thye
Case, 8. Dak. Lausche Watking
Church Malone Williams
Cooper Martin, Iowa

NAYS—39
Byrd Humphrey O’Mahoney
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Clark Johnston, 8. C. Proxmire
Douglas Kerr Robertson
Ellender Langer Russell
Ervin Long Scott
Frear Magnuson Bmathers
Fulbright Mansfield Sparkman
Gore McClellan Stennis
Green McNamara Symington
Hayden Monroney Thurmond
Hil Murray Yarborough
Holland Neuberger Young

NOT VOTING—13

Bennett Ives Morse
Butler Jackson Ta.
Chavez Javits Wiley
Flanders Eefauver
Hennings Kennedy

So Mr. AIXEN’s amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was agreed be reconsidered.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from California to lay
on the table the motion of the Senator
from Vermont.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open for further amendment.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I desire to call up my amend-
ment,

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may call up
a privileged matter?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield
for that purpose.

REINVESTMENT BY AIR CARRIERS
OF GAINS DERIVED FROM THE
SALE OR OTHER DISPOSITION OF
FLIGHT EQUIPMENT—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
submit a report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5822) to
amend section 406 (b) of the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938 with respect to the
reinvestment by air carriers of the pro-
ceeds from the sale or other disposition
of certain operating property and equip-
ment. I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information
of the Senate.
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The Chief Clerk read the report, as
follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5822) to amend section 406 (b) of the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938 with respect to the
reinvestment by air carriers of the proceeds
from the sale or other disposition of certain
operating property and equipment, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: “That section 4068 (b) of the
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1038, as amended,
is hereby amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

“*‘In determining the need of an alr car-
rier for compensation for the transportation
of mail, and such carrier's “other revenue”
for the purpose of this section, the Board
shall not take into account—

“i(1) gains derlved from the sale or other
disposition of flight equipment if (A) the
carrier notifies the Board In writing that it
has invested or intends to reinvest the gains
(less applicable expenses and taxes) derived
from such sale or other disposition in flight
equipment, and (B) submits evidence in
the manner prescribed by the Board that an
amount equal to such gains (less applicable
expenses and taxes) has been expended for
purchase of flight equipment or has been
deposited in a speclal reequipment fund, or

“4(2) losses sustained from the sale or
other disposition of flight equipment.

Any amounts so deposited in a reequipment
fund as above provided shall be used solely
for investment in flight equipment either
through payments on account of the pur-
chase price or construction of flight equip-
ment or in retirement of debt contracted for
the purchase or construction of flight equip-
ment, and unless so reinvested within such
reasonable time as the Board may prescribe,
the carrier shall not have the benefit of this
paragraph. Amounts so deposited in the re-
equipment fund shall not be included as
part of the carrier’s used and useful invest-
ment for purposes of section 406 until ex-
pended as provided above: Provided, That
the flight equipment in which said gains may
be invested shall not include equipment de-
livered to the carrier prior to April 6, 1856.

“Sgc. 2. The amendment made by this Act
to such section 406 (b) shall be effective as to
all capital gains or losses realized on and
after April 6, 1956, with respect to the sale
or other disposition of flight equipment
whether or not the Board shall have entered
a final order taking account thereof in de-
termining all other revenue of the air car-
rier.”

And the Senate agree to the same,

MixeE MONRONEY,
G. A. SMATHERS,
AvAN BIBLE,

ANDREW F. SCHOEPPEL,
FREDERICK PAYNE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

OreN HARRIS,
EeNNETH A, ROBERTS,
‘WALTER ROGERS,
SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL,
CHAS. A. WOLVERTON,
Jos. P. O'Hara,
RoOBERT HALE,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr, MONRONEY. Mr, President, this
represents a unanimous agreement of the
conferees of the Senate and of the House
on the capital gains waiver for feeder
airlines and other airlines on subsidy.
The bill is identical with the bill passed
by the Senate except with a rearrange-
ment to make more definitely certain
that the Williams amendment is ex-
pressed in clear and certain terms.

There is no objection from either the
minority or majority side.

Mr. President, I move that the confer-
ence report be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

APPOINTMENT TO JOINT ECO-
NOMIC COMMITTEE

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MortoN in the chair). The Chair has
been requested to announce the appoint-
ment by the Vice President of the Sena-
tor from West Virginia [Mr. HoBLITZELL]
as a member of the Joint Economic
Committee, vice the Senator from Ari-
zonga [Mr. GOLDWATER], resigned.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON 8. 3502, TO
AMEND THE FEDERAL AIRPORT
ACT IN ORDER TO EXTEND THE
TIME FOR MAKING GRANTS UN-
DER THE PROVISIONS OF SUCH
ACT, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES—
AND ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
desire to announce at this time that the
Subcommittee on Aviation of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce will begin hearings April 14 on
S. 3502, a bill relating to the Federal
Airport Act, which will extend the pres-
ent act 4 additional years. It is neces-
sary to take such action during the pres-
ent session, so that plans may be made
by the local communities to vote the
bonds necessary, to design their airports,
and to have their programs ready after
1959.

I should like to say that the bill also
carries provision for $75 million addi-
tional funds for matching local funds to
speed up construction of airports, to get
ready for the jet air age, and also to help
relieve the unemployment which exists
in so many scattered areas of the coun=
iry. This will be an effective way to
combat the recession.

I invite any Senators who have knowl-
edge of witnesses who would like to be
heard to notify the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, so that
such witnesses may testify.

Mr. SMATHERS rose.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from
Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to announce that the mat-
ter under consideration is not a priv-
ileged matter. The time has been
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allocated under a unanimous-consent
agreement.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Oklahoma may be permit-
ted not to exceed 3 minutes, and that
the time not be charged to either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], one of the orig-
inal coauthors, along with myself, of the
Federal Aid to Airports Act which has so
stimulated airport construction, on a 50—
50 Federal-State basis.

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the able
Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent that I may join with the able Sena-
tor from Oklahoma and the distinguished
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU=
son] in sponsorship of the new Federal
Airport Aect, as a cosponsor,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Florida? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954,

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3420) fo extend and amend
the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President, I call up my amendment
identified as “3-17-58-C,” and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment for the
information of the Senate.

The Cuier CLERK, At the end of the
bill it is proposed o add a new section as
follows:

Sec. . (a) Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, all foreign currencies re-
celved in payment for commodities sold
under the authority of title I of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954, as amended, shall be placed In a
special fund in the Treasury, which shall be
designated as the Forelgn Currencies Fund.
Upon receipt of any such payment, the dollar
equivalent thereof shall be pald by the
Tre to the Commodity Credit Corpora=
tion in reimbursement for the agricultural
commodities sold under such title. Payment
to the Commodity Oredit Corporation under
this section shall be in lleu of reimburse=
ment by the agencies using foreign curren=
cies as provided In section 105 of such act,
and payments required by such section to be
made by such agencies to the Commodity
Credit Corporation shall be made instead to
the Treasury.
(b) All disbursements authorized to be
made of forelgn currencies received for com-
modities sold under the provisions of such
title shall hereafter be made only in such
amounts as may be specified in appropria-
tion acts.

(c) The Secretary of the Treasury shall
report to the Congress not later than Janu=-
ary 31 of each year all payments to and
disbursements from the Foreign Currencies
Fund in the 12 months ending December 31
prior thereto,
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Under the terms of the unanimous-
consent agreement, the Senator from
South Dakota will be allotted 15 min-
utes and the majority leader will be al-
lotted 15 minutes.

How much time does the Senator from
South Dakota yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President, I yield myself 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakofta is recognized
for 7 minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, there are two reasons why the
amendment should be adopted. The
first reason is that Congress should con-
trol the spending of money. Last year
over a billion dollars was spent by the
executive agencies in the form of for-
eign currencies without review of such
apprepriations by the Congress.

The second reason for the adoption of
the amendment is that the programs for
which the money is spent should bear
the burden of carrying the appropria-
tions, and the amounts should not be
charged as the cost of a farm support
program, which is charged to the
farmers.

I have in my hand a copy of the Presi-
dent’s report to the Congress dated Feb-
ruary 4, 1958. On page 8 of that re-
port the President deals with the admin-
istration of foreign currencies. Ahead
of a table he states:

The responsibility for administering the
expendifure of foreign currencies is assigned
by Executive Order to various agencles, as
follows:

There follows on page 9 a list of the
executive agencies to whom authority
has been given by an Executive order to
spend the vast amount of money devel-
oped by the sale of such surplus com-
modities.

On page 12 of the President’s report to
the Congress there is a list of the so-
called planned uses of foreign currency
under agreements signed during the 6
months from July to December 1957.
They total over $205 million. At the
conclusion of the President’s report,
there are some tables which show the
planned uses of foreign currencies for
the full fiscal year 1857, by countries
ilmd by objects. They total $1,046 mil-

on.

It is clear from the tables, Mr. Presi-
dent, that $114 billion is being spent in
a period of 18 months by executive agen-
cies of the Government without direct
appropriation by the Congress. These
amounts are the dollar equivalent
values. They are spent by such agen-
cies as the Department of Agriculture,
the Office of Defense Mobilization, the
ICA, the Export-Import Bank, the De-
partment of State, the United States In-
formation Agency—and, under one caie=
gory, “any agency” may spend them.
That is all done under an Executive or-
der, without any specific review or ap-
propriation by the Congress.

The amendment which I propose pro-
‘vides that foreign currencies received
from the sale of agricultural commodi-
ties should, first of all, be credited to
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the advances which have been made by
the Commodity Credit Corporation, so
that the accounts, so to speak, with re-
spect to the surplus commodities would
be discharged. The farmer would no
longer be charged with the moneys in-
volved here, after the payment had been
received.

The second point is that when the
money had been received, and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation accounts had
been squared up, the money would rest
in a foreign currency fund within the
Treasury, from which it would be dis-
bursed in specified amounts by appro-
priation bills to be acted upon by the
Congress.

The program of selling surplus com-
modities for foreign currencies is one
which I have supported from the begin-
ning. In fact, as I stated yesterday, I
suggested the idea of selling surplus
commodities for foreign currencies.
However, the manner in which the
money has been handled has been a mat-
ter of “easy come, easy go.” The mak=-
ings of a first-class scandal exists in
this method of handling foreign cur-
Iency.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Referring to page 2
of the amendmen{, under subparagraph
(b), there is this language:

All disbursements authorized to be made
of foreign currencles received for commod-
itles sold under the provisions of such title
ghall hereafter be made only in such
amounts as may be specified in appropri-
ation acts.

Does that mean that no expenditures
could be made except those which were
specified in appropriation acts?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
it does. The Constitution provides that
no money shall be disbursed from the
Treasury of the United States except in
pursuance of an appropriate act of Con-
Bress.

Mr. LAUSCHE, This language, then,
would cover all types of expenditures
made of foreign currency?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It
would cover all types of expenditures
from the foreign currency fund estab-
lished by this amendment. Of course,
there are some foreign currencies which
are received as counterpart funds under
the foreign aid program. Personally,
I think those funds should also be han-
dled in this way, but I thought, for the
purpose of establishing the pineciple, if
we could do it in connection with the
foreign currencies received from the sale
of surplus commodities, when the Mu=-
tual Security Act is considered a simi-
lar amendment might be offered at that
time to deal with those funds.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Are many of the for-
eign currencies which we receive under
title I used by representatives of the leg-
islative branch in their trips around the
world?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I pre-
sume they might be. I do not know. I
do understand that foreign currencies
received by the United States have been
used by committees and committee
members in their trips abroad. I think
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probably most of such foreign cur-
rencies are those which were created by
the so-called counterpart payments by
nations receiving foreign aid. In any
event, I think such funds should receive
the same treatment. They should be
placed in the Treasury and appropriated
in particular amounts for purposes fto
which Congress gives specific approval.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am in accord with
the statement made by the distinguished
Senator. The answer, then, would be
that it might be that such currencies are
used by members of the legislative
branch in their trips.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. They
might or might not be such currencies.
I see no reason why such currencies
could not be used for committee trips.
However, I did not see in any part of the
President’s report the report of an Ex-
ecutive order which assigned any of
them to the legislative branch. I refer
to the particular eurrencies which come
from the sale of surplus commodities.
However, it is true that foreign cur-
rencies are used. I believe that those
which have been used for committees
have been those derived from counter-
partA 3 funds under the Mutual Security

Ct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. With respect to the
$1 billion equivalent of foreign currency
which has been used, is a part of such
funds included in the investments which
are being made and financed on a loan
basis?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Some of
them are financed on a loan basis. In
fact, I think the largest single item is
a loan to Brazil. I am not saying that
that is not a good loan; but I believe
that funds which the United States ac-
quires, to the extent of more than
$1 billion for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1957, should be the subject of specific
authorization and appropriation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. When I interrupted,
the Senator was saying something about
a scandalous situation.

Mr., CASE of South Dakota. I said
that there exist in the method of han-
dling the funds fhe makings of a
scandal. When the whole story is told
as to the liberality with which these
funds are disbursed, I feel that items
will be disclosed of which the Congress
and the country will not be proud.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

I fear that if the pending amendment
is adopted, it will kill the bill. Under
the bill which we are now discussing,
there would be no change in the method
by which these transactions have been
handled in the past. That procedure is
generally as follows: Agreements are
made between us and purchasing coun-
tries. It is not a question of selling so
many bushels of wheat for so much
money. Agreements must be entered
into between the United States and the
purchasing countries. In such agree-
ments, a determination is made as to
how the proceeds derived from the sale
of agricultural commodities involved are
to be used.
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The law provides several ways in which
that money can be spent. These are:

First, to help develop new markets for
United States agricultural commodities
on a mutually beneficial basis.

If an agreement is entered into be-
tween the United States and Japan, let
us say, our Government and Japan must
determine how much of the sale price of
the wheat will be used to help develop
new markets for the United States.

Second, the moneys may be used to
purchase or contract to purchase stra-
tegic and critical materials within the
applicable terms of the Strategic and
Critical Materials Act. That is another
way in which the proceeds obtained
from the sale of these surplus commodi-
ties, may be used.

Third, they may be used to procure
military equipment, materials, facilities,
and services for the common defense.
The purposes for which the proceeds will
be used must be determined while the
agreement to sell the commodities is be-
ing negotiated.

Now, if we provide that the Congress
must appropriate funds from the pro-
ceeds of any of these sales, another con-
dition is imposed upon the sales agree-
ment. Congress might, or might not, ap-
propriate funds for the agreed purposes
of the agreement. I doubt seriously if
many countries would contract to pur-
chase surplus commodities under Public
Law 480 if they were compelled to subject
these agreements to a further review by
Congress, of course, it would naturally
follow that fewer surplus commodities
would be disposed.

As pointed out day before yesterday
when the bill was before us, we have
programed through February 1, 1958, $2,-
531,000,000 worth of commodities under
Public Law 480, Of that huge sum, $43.2
million will be used for agricultural mar-
ket development.

For the supplemental stockpile, $2
million has been programed. Com-
mon defense, $290.5 million. Purchase
of goods from other countries, $42.9 mil-
lion. Grants for economic aid through
ICA, $61.5 million. Loans to private
enterprise, which is provided for in the
law, $44.7 million. Payment of United
States obligations, $656.6 million. Loans
to foreign governments, $1,349,000,000.

I wish to point out that many of these
sales would not have been made except
for the fact that in the agreements we
designate the uses of the proceeds of the
sales to the countries. Therefore under
the amendment proposed by my good
Iriend from South Dakota we could not
enter into any of these agreements and
comply with them. Not all countries
would be willing to purchase the com-
modities unless they knew in advance
where and how the funds would be used
and whether they would be used in ac-
cord with the agreements and in accord
with the provisions of the law to which
I have just referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr., ELLENDER. I yield myself 2
more minutes.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Mr,
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the
Senator saying that we could not make
the sales unless the country gets the as-
surance in advance that the money will
be given back to if, and that an agree-
ment is made to that effect?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator Iis
partly correct.

Mr. CASE of South Dakofa. Is that
the way it works?

Mr. ELLENDER. Generally speaking
the Senator is right.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is
a pretty weak sale,

Mr, ELLENDER. It may be a pretty
weak sale, but that is the way it has
been operating; that is the way the pro-
gram has been administered ever since
its inception. I have frequently com-
plained about the proportion of funds
loaned back to purchasing countries for
economic development, but the Depart-
ment of Agriculture takes the position
that very few sales will be consummated
unless the present procedure is followed.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. If is a
poorly disguised giveaway.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is not very well
disguised at times, but the Department
of Agriculture, believe it or not, has
quite a task on its hands to dispose of
some of these goods, and the countries
that purchase the goods want to know
in advance how their currencies will be
used. If the matter is tied up as the
Senator from South Dakota suggests,
and the proceeds of a sale are put into
a Treasury common fund, as the Sena-
tor wishes to have done, and Congress
is directed thereafter to appropriate the
money, I am sure that that will run
contrary to the agreements that will
be made between the purchasers of the
surplus commodities and our Govern-
ment.

Now, I have said many times that the
foreign aid planners should not be al-
lowed to “double dip” so to speak; I
do not think they should have carte
blanche under Public Law 480 and the
mutual security program too. However,
we must dispose of our farm surpluses.
Therefore, I have on several occasions
sought to reduce the mutual security
program fto the extent countries allo-
cated foreign aid have received benefits
under Public Law 480. I think that ap-
proach is reasonable and proper. I do
not want te do anything which will
hamper the disposal of surpluses under
Public Law 480. That is why I am com-
pelled to oppose the Senator’s amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has again expired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, how much time do I have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has T min-
utes remaining.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield
myself 2 minutes. No one has been a
more diligent student of the programs
under which we spread money around
the world than has the distinguished
Senator from Louisiana, I regret that
he is put in the position of having to
defend what is done under the law, be=
cause no Congressional review is pro-
vided or afforded as to the expenditure
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of the foreign currencies under the
present law,

The Senator from Louisiana has con-
tended, and I think quite properly, that
we ought to very carefully study the ex-
penditure of funds under the foreign aid
program, Now he is put in the position,
unfortunately—and I am sure it is not
of his own choosing—of saying that we
cannot sell farm commodities unless we
tell the countries involved, and tell them
in advance, that we will give the money
back to them on their own terms. That
is not the way the funds ought to be dis-
bursed. These funds are assets of the
United States. Although they are con-
verted into foreign currencies, they are
of value, and represent over $2%% hillion,
under the figures submitted by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

My amendment would not kill the pro-
gram. We could provide a ceiling for
all the purposes involved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield
myself 1 additional minute. We could
provide a ceiling for each of the cate-
gories and say to the Department of
Agriculture and to the State Depart-
ment, “You negotiate within these ceil-
ing limitations, but give Congress the
right to review the expenditures of these
foreign currencies.”

That is the intent and purpose of my
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment,

Mr., JENNER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time
will have to be yielded for the purpose
of suggesting the absence of a quorum.

Mr. ELLENDER. First, Mr. President,
I yield 3 minutes to the senior Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am
sure no one wishes to quarrel with the
theory being advanced by the Senator
from South Dakota. Unfortunately, we
must make up our minds whether we are
interested in disposing of the surplus
food which the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration owns, or whether we wish to
have what the Senator advocates. I say .
that because the countries in which we
sell the surplus commodities in exchange
for their currencies are not going to
make a contract with us unless they
know what we will do with their cur-
rencies. In fact, they could not do if
even if they wanted to. Therefore, if we
tie the Department’s hands in disposing
of the surplus foods, they will not be
disposed of.

I should like to do it the way the
Senator from South Dakota suggests, but
it will not work that way. Therefore, I
say Senators must make up their minds
whether they wish to get rid of the sur-
plus commodities or wish not to get rid
of them. If we tie the hands of the
Department of Agriculture’s Commodity
Credit Corporation in this respect, we
will not get rid of them, although it
sounds like a reasonable solution. How-
ever, we will not get rid of the surplus
commodities in that way.

I went into this subject very carefully
this morning, at a hearing of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, with
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a witness who had all the figures as fo
what has happened to the currencies un=
der this program, and we went into the
whole program. That is why I am so
familiar with the operation of it. Even
if a country were in favor of our desig-
nating what we would do with its cur-
rency, the country’s financial situation
would be such that it could not make
that kind of arrangement, because it
would throw that country completely out
of financial balance. The countries are
forced to do it in the way it has been
done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
vield 3 minutes to the Senator from Ken-
tucky.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I do
not want the impression to be left that
there is not a degree of Congressional
control over the local funds which are
generated under the Public Law 480
program. The administration follows a
pattern which Congress has written into
the law. It requires that certain things
be done, within administrative discre=
tion, with these funds. Guidelines are
set in the law. They were pointed out
by the able chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

I agree thoroughly with what the
Senator from South Dakota is trying to
do and with what he is trying to accom-
plish. I agree with the Senator from
Ohio that we should have some control
over the counterpart funds that are gen-
erated and which are used by Congres-
sional committees and Members of Con=
gress.

However, Public Law 480 works in this
way: Our people go to a foreign gov-
ernment and negotiate for an agreement
which will develop something that will
not only remove the surplus commodities
that we have on hand, but will provide
that the funds that are generated
through the sale of the commodities will
be used to the best interests of both
countries, and will serve our national

- security or the best interests of future
agricultural exports, or, as in the pend-
ing bill, provide educational exchange
benefits, and so forth. s

No negotiator can go to a country and
negotiate for the sale of agricultural
surpluses on the basis of this contin-
geney: “Yes, this is the way we will do
it, but I have to go back and get an ap-
propriation bill, which will have to go
through the House committee and be
passed by the House of Representatives,
and then go to the Senate and be re-
ferred to a Senate committee, and then
go through the Senate, and then into
conference; and, subject to what is de-
veloped a year hence or 2 years hence
in the appropriation procedure which we
have under our constitutional system, I
will sell you this wheat.”

If that were to happen, the weevils
would get the wheat. It is impracticable
to work out the program in that way.
Neither do I wish the impression to be
left that the local funds are given to the
g?g‘l.l;‘lﬂ'y which receives the merchan-

Loans are made. But some of the cur=
rencies have great value and a great
degree of convertibility. The currency
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can be used to build airports at our for-
eign bases.

So far as correcting those two im-
pressions is concerned, I agree with the
objectives of the Senator from South
Dakota. I think there should be a tight-
ening up of the Congressional review
of the uses of the funds, but we cannot
do it, as the Senator from Louisiana
50 ably pointed out, through the normal
procedures which have been set up in
the United States.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
there be a quorum call, the time for
the quorum call to be charged to neither
side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have the yeas and nays?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, I yield myself 2 minutes. I hope
all Senators will find time to read the
report of the President, so as to help
them to get the full import of what the
President said:

The responsibility of administering the
expenditure of foreign currencies is assigned

by executive order to various agenciles, as
follows.

Mr. President, that responsibility car-
ries with it the spending of $2.5 billion
of foreign currencies, according to the
statement of the totals that have been
involved and the figures presented by the
chairman of the committee.

In no other field of government do
we, by Executive order, turn over to
executive agencies the expenditure of
$2.5 billion and the additional billion
or more which will be created by the
proposed legislation being considered.
That is one reason for adopting the
amendment.

The other reason is that when these
funds are placed in the Treasury in a
special fund to be known as a local cur-
rencies fund, the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration then will be paid off, so far as
the farmer is concerned; and no longer
will the farm program be charged with
carrying on a number of loan and ex-
penditure programs which are not really
being reviewed in detail by anyone. At
least, no one in Congress has been re-
viewing them in detail.

Those are the reasons why the amend-
ment should be agreed to.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as my
good friend from South Dakota stated a
while ago, in view of my continued op-
position to foreign aid it may at first
seem peculiar that I should defend a
method which Congress itself has estab-
lished for, in effect, extending a kind of
foreign aid. I have explained my rea-
sons for opposing the pending amend-
ment, in this regard. I am certain that
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the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota voted for the Surplus Disposal
Act as it now is. He voted for the var-
ious provisions which make funds avail-
able for education, the common defense,
for the payment of the expenses of the
State Department, and to build airfields
abroad.

I am quite certain that if the sales of
the surpluses were not made under the
conditions imposed by the act, very few
sales would be made.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Was this amend-
ment considered by the committee?

Mr. ELLENDER. It was considered
some time ago, but the committee re-
jected it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The fact is that if
it were adopted, it is very unlikely that
any deals would be made under it.

hg.r. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rec

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The only reason
why there is any willingness to make
agreements to pay in foreign currency
is so that the countries can take posses-
sion of the proceeds, in accordance with
the agreements which are made.

Mr. ELLENDER. If the funds were
required to be appropriated, it is possible
that many of the agreements between
our country and the other countries to
purchase surplus farm commodities
would be upset,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And no further
agreement could be made.

Mr. ELLENDER. Exactly.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Are not the surplus
commodities in the hands of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation assets of the
United States?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is there any more
reason for trying to control definitely
and by specifics the expenditure of the
foreign funds we get in return for them,
than there would be for trying to deter-
mine in advance how many bushels of
wheat or how many bushels of corn or
how many bales of cotton or how many
units of any other commodity should be
used under this program with each of
the specific nations with which we deal?
Is it not just as necessary to allow dis-
cretion in this field as it was to give dis-
cretion to the Department of Agricul-
ture to work out mutually acceptable
agreements with such friendly nations,
in regard to certain volumes of this huge
mass of surplus agricultural commodities
which are assets of the United States?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
Florida is correct.

Mr. President, as I have just pointed
out, and as the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. PoLericHT] has also
pointed out, very few sales would be
made if the pending amendment were
enacted into law, because these countries
desire to know in advance how the funds
will be used after they get into our pos-
session.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
g’le s$nat.or from Louisiana yield again

me
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time available to the Senator from Loui-
siana has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
1 minute on the bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, now
I yield again to the Senator from Flor-
ida.

Mr. HOLLAND.
from Louisiana.

Then is it not true that the Congress
has done in the one case what it did in
the other, namely, laid down general
guidelines and then authorized the
agency to proceed thereunder?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there would be no chance to
proceed with the program unless the
other countries knew in advance on what
terms and conditions the money would
be used, that would mean that we could
proceed only with their permission.

At this time, Mr, President, I yield to
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER]
the remainder of the time under my
confrol.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized.

Mr, JENNER. Mr. President, as has
just been stated, this arrangement would
not be an exchange at all. Instead, the
so-called put and take would result in
our doing the putting and their doing
the taking.

Mr. President, I am a little wearied by
all the talk about what the United
States has to do for these countries. As
a matter of fact, Secretary Benson, him-
self, has said the law should be extended
for only 1 year at a time.

Certainly, American agriculture would
not be helped by means of this proposal,
if it were put into effect, because every
time the surplus is reduced, the parity
price is encouraged to rise, and in that
way a new surplus is developed.

This program is really destroying the
trade of the United States with the
countries friendly to it.

As a matter of fact, the talk of “trade
follows aid” is silly, for the truth is that
foreign aid has not helped American
trade anywhere on earth.

United States trade with the rest of
the world at large can be divided roughly
into four equal areas, in terms of the vol=
ume of trade: Canada, Latin America,
Western Europe, and the rest of the
world.

By this means, we would injure tre-
mendously our friend and good neighbor,
Canada. There is no question about
that, because wheat is Canada’s greatest
export.

Do Senators realize that our trade
with Canada is worth all the trade we
have with 10 Latin American countries?
Yet we give no aid to Canada, and we
give very little aid to South America.

Similarly, our trade with Canada is
worth as much as all the trade we have
with 20 of the countries of Western Eu-
rope or the entire amount of trade we
have with Asia.

Mr. President, legislation of this sort
will destroy our natural trading area.

I thank the Senator
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
available on the pending amendment has
expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel.

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will
call the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, at this time I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The pend-
ing question is on agreeing to the
amendment which has been submitted
by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Caskel, isit not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. And the
yveas and nays have been ordered on this
question, have they not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment which has been submitted
by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Casgel. All time available on the amend-
ment under the unanimous-consent
agreement has expired.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Henwings], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Scorrl, and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. TaLmaDGE] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that if present
and voting, the Senator from New Mex~
ico [Mr. Cravez], the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. HEewxNInGs]l, the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Jackson], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN~
NEpy], and the Senator from North
Caroling [Mr. Scorr]l would each vote
‘Inay)i.

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
is paired with the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmancel. If present and voting,
the Senator from Oregon would vote
‘“nay” and the Senator from Georgia
would vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKESEN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is
absent because of death in his family.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BuTtLEr] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr, FLaNDERS] are necessarily absent.
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The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLeY] is absent on official business.

The Senators from New York [Mr.
Ives and Mr. Javirs] are detained on of-
fieial business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BennerT], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr, BuTLEr] the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. Fraxpers] and
the Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]
would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 58, as follows:

YEAS—25
Barrett Goldwater O'Mahoney
Bible Hoblitzell Potter
Bridges Jenner Revercomb
Carlson Enowland Russell
Case, S5, Dak. Langer Baltonstall
Cotton Long Schoeppel
Curtls Malone Willlams
Dworshak Martin, Pa,
Frear Mundt
NAYS—58

Alken Green Murray
Allott Hayden Neuberger
Anderson Hickenlooper Pastore
Beall Hil Payne
Bricker Holland Proxmire
Bush Hruska Purtell
Byrd Humphrey Robertson
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Smathers
Carroll Johnston, 8. C., Smith, Maine
ggae. 1;1‘ J. Eerauver gmlth, N.J.

ure! err kman
Clark Euchel sf;;nm
Cooper Lausche Symington
Dirksen Magnuson Thurmond
Douglas Mansfield Thye
Eastland Martin, Towa Watkins
Ellender MecClellan Yarborough
Ervin McNamara Young
Fulbright Monroney
Gore Morton

NOT VOTING—13

Bennett Ives Scott
Butler Jackson Talmadge
Chavez Javits Wiley
Flanders Kennedy
Hennings Morse

So the amendment of Mr. Case of
South Dakota was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send to the desk an amendment
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment for the
information of the Senate.

The LeGiSLATIVE CLERK. On page
3, following line 2, it is proposed to in-
sert a new section as follows:

Secrion 5. Section 206 (a) of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1966 is amended by inserting
before the period at the end thereof a semi-
colon and the following: “but no strategic
or critical material shall be acquired by the
Commodity Credit Corporation as a result
of such barter or exchange except for such
national stockpile, for such supplemental
stockpile, for foreign economic or military
ald or assistance programs, or for offshore
construction programs.”

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, may
we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.
The Senator has 15 minutes. How much
time does the Senator yield himself?

Mr. MARTIN of Towa. Mr. President,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
may we have order?
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The
there be order in the Chamber.
tors will take their seats.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. President,
the amendment I have offered has for
its purpose bringing the Agricultural
Act of 1956 into line with the act of
1954 on the matter of the purposes for
which strategic and critical materials
are acquired. I have taken the provi-
sions out of the act of 1954 and written
them into the amendment, to apply them
to the act of 1956.

So far as I know, there is no objection
from those to whom I have talked.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there
is no objection to the amendment. It is
simply a restatement of the law as
passed in 1954.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I desire to com-
mend the Senator from Iowa, who has a
great record in both the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate as the father
of the stockpile program in the postwar
period.

What the amendment really seeks to
do is to nail down what the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry has already told the
Senate, and that is to make certain that
lead, zine, manganese, tungsten and
other metals brought into the country
under this legislation will not come
into competition in the open mar-
ket with minerals which are in sur-
plus at the present time. All the amend-
ment provides is a protection for the
minerals which are in surplus and the
mines and mills which are located in de-
pressed areas.

- Mr. MARTIN of Iowa.
correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the Sena-
tor is doing a service for the country.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The purpose
of the amendment is to enable the min-
ing and agricultural industries to go
along hand in hand.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I am
ready to yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Iowa yield back his time?

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield back
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Iowa.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment 3-19-58-D to S. 3420
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment for the
information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
bill it is proposed to insert the following:

Sectlon 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby
amended by adding the following: “or (3)
any nation which has indicated directly or
indirectly that it will support the Soviet
Union, the Communist government in China,
or any other Communist government, In
event of hostilities between such government
and the United States.”

PRESIDING OFFICER. Let
Sena-

The Senator is
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized for
15 minutes. How much time does the
Senator yield himself?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. I yield a half minute
to the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I have an amendment at
the desk. The chairman and the rank-
ing minority member, as well as several
other members of the committee, have
agreed to the amendment. It is a clari-
fying amendment. I do not believe
there will be any debate on it. I ask
that the amendment be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from South Carolina ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be considered prior to the amendment
which is the pending question?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment I have proposed be
considered at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from South Carolina? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. KNOWLAND. May we have a
brief statement as to what the amend-
ment clarifies?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I ask that the amend-
ment be stated. I think the amend-~
ment speaks for itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Beforc
asking the clerk to state the amend-
ment, the Chair will say the time will
not be charged to the time of the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER].

Mr. JENNER. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment for the
information of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5,
line 3, it is proposed to insert after the
comma the words “and products manu-
factured from upland or long-staple cot-
ton shall be made available for sale pur-
suant to the provision of title I of the
act as long as cotton is in surplus
supply.”

On page 5, line 5, strike out the word
“jts” and insert in lieu thereof the word
"their-”

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Senators will note, on page 5, line 3,
where the language is proposed to be in-
serted, that it will do nothing but carry
out the present law which is on the stat-
ute books. Public Law 480 at the pres-
ent time reads as follows:

As used in this act, “surplus agricultural
commodity” shall mean any agricultural
commodity or product thereof class, kind,
type, or other specification thereof.

What I am offering is nothing but a
clarifying amendment, which permits
what we are doing to be clearly seen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON].

The amendment was agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER] is
recognized. The Senator from Indiana
has 15 minutes. How much time does
the Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been requested. Is
there a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I regret
to have to even suggest an amendment
such as this, because when I went to
good legal authorities and told them
what I had in mind, they said, “You do
not mean to tell us, Senator JENNER, that
under Public Law 480 your Government
is shipping grain and fiber to Commu-
nist Poland and Yugoslavia.” And I
said, “Yes, they are.”

In the first 7 months of the fiscal year
1958 one-third of the wheat and flour
that was shipped out of this country
under Public Law 480 was shipped to
Poland and Yugoslavia. In the same
period of time, the first 7 months of fiscal
year 1958, three-fourths of the cotton
shipped under this law was shipped to
Poland and Yugoslavia.

We have heard a great deal of talk
about recession and depression, and un-
employed men. I do not believe the Sen-
ape wants to go on record today as dip-
ping down into the pockets of the tax-
payers of the country to subsidize this
sale—it is called a sale, but it is a gift—
to Poland and Yugoslavia, with the result
that the housewife in America must pay
more for food when her husband is un-
employed than the Communists in Po-
land or Yugoslavia have to pay. I donot
believe any sensible group of men would
do such a thing,

Why is this amendment necessary?
When I mentioned the subject to the
great legal authority to whom I have
referred, he said, “Have you read section
304 of the present law?” It reads as
follows:

The President shall exercise the authority
contained herein (1) to assist friendly na-
tions to be independent of trade with the
U. 8. 8. R. or natlons dominated or con-
trolled by the U. 8. 8. R., for food, raw ma-
terials and markets, and (2) to assure that
agricultural commeodities sold or transferred
hereunder do not result in increased avail-
ability of those, or like commodities, to un-
friendly nations.

I ask Senators, as this great legal
authority asked me: How in the world
can our Government ship to Poland and
Yugoslavia under the present law? All
my amendment would do would be to try
to tighten up the law, so that those in the
executive department of the Government
would know that the Senate means what
it says and says what it means.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. I yield.

Mr. BRIDGES. I compliment the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana. He
is a patriot in every sense of the word,
and he knows whereof he speaks,

For the life of me I cannot under-
stand how anyone can interpret the lan-
guage to which the Senator refers in
the manner described. Of course it
means what it says. The question is,
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Why should we be building up Commu-
nist governments so that they can fur-
ther entrench themselves in power and
still further oppress the citizens of those
countries? The do-gooders and the soft-
headed individuals in this country who
are promoting that idea will some day
have to answer for it, and answer sharply.

Mr. JENNER. The great international
thinkers refer to me as an isolationist,
as an ignoramus, as narrowminded, and
so forth. I do not mind that. But here
is a law which our officials will not en-
force. Therefore we must tighten the
language.

I have read section 304, Listen to sec-
tion 107, which my amendment would
amend:

Sec. 107. As used In this act, “friendly
nation” means any country other than (1)
the U. 8. 8. R. or (2) any nation or area
dominated or controlled by the foreign gov-
ernment or foreign organization controlling
the world Communist movement.

Is anyone so naive as to believe that
the Communists do not control Poland,
if not Yugoslavia?

It is a shame to talk about “friendly
nations.” We cannot even get a friendly
word from those people, Only recently
Tito criticized the Government of the
United States in connection with the
summit proposal, saying that Russia
was exactly right, and that the United
States Government was doing nothing
but shilly-shallying.

What are we trying to do by such leg-
islation as this? We are not helping the
American farmer. We are not helping
American industry. We are not helping
the country. We are wrecking it. I
want Senators to act with their eyes
wide open.

Senators should know, if they do not,
that one-fourth of the export trade of
our country goes to one country; namely,
Canada. She has only 17 million people.
We do not give Canada any deals or aid
such as this.

The next great bulk of our trade goes
to Latin America and South America.
There are only 170 million people there.
How much aid and how many gifts have
we given to Latin America and South
America? Very little,

What we are trying to do is to destroy
our natural trade outlets. How do Sen-
ators suppose our greatest customer, who
takes one-fourth of our exports, is going
to live if we take away from her the
main crop which sustains her economy
by dumping our wheat on the world mar-
ket and destroying the market for Cana-
dian wheat? Are we going to subsidize
Canada after we have destroyed her mar-
kets? Are we willing to trade Canada
and South America and Latin America
for the countries into which we have
poured billions of dollars, and the billion
and a half people in the rest of the
world?

We talk about trade, not aid. This is
becoming an international blackmail
game, It is called put and take., How-
ever, under this silly law we put and
the other nations take. Then we have
an agreement, as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana explained, whereby
they put back their soft currencies, and
we get nothing for them,
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The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
CaseE]l offered an amendment to try to
limit the program so that it could be re-
viewed each year. The bill would extend
the law for the rest of fiscal year 1958,
fisecal year 1959, and fiscal year 1960.
There is no one within the sound of my
voice who knows what condition this
country will be in 215 fiscal years from
now, It may be that we shall have to
take the debt ceiling off. Perhaps there
will be wild inflation. Perhaps we shall
be bankrupt.

Yet, it is said, “If we do not live up to
these commitments, other countries will
not like it.” I do not know how crazy a
group of men can become,

All my amendment does is to say to
those in charge of the program, “If you
are to use the taxpayers’ money to de-
stroy natural trade outlets in Canada and
South America, if you propose to sub-
sidize Poland and Yugoslavia, so that the
housewife in Poland or Yugoslavia can
buy food cheaper than can the American
housewife, whose husband is unemployed,
we propose to prevent it.”

We all seem to be concerned about un-
employment. I hope this amendment
will tighten the law. It should not even
be necessary to offer it, because section
304 of the present law should amply ex-
plain to the bureaucrats downtown what
we want to do. I hope they can read this
language and understand it.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. Iyield.

Mr. BRIDGES. In applying certain
principles or standards we should bear
in mind the fact that Poland has voted
against United States interests in the
United Nations to a greater extent than
has Russia. That is a very interesting
commentary on whether or not Poland is
communistic. It will be very interesting
to see how the Congress performs in this
connection. I should like to see a record
vote,.

Mr. JENNER. There will be a record
vote.

Mr. BRIDGES. Our action may come
back and hit us in the face.

Mr. JENNER. I think our distin=-
guished minority leader [Mr. Know-
1.AND] brought out the faet that Poland
increased her defense expenditures last
yvear in direct proportion to the money
she received from America.

Are we against communism, or are we
not? We are willing to spend $40 billion
a year, supposedly to fight communism;
and yet by this very law, with the com-
mitment in perpetuity of $31% billion, we
are aiding, abetting, and fattening com-
munism, so that Poland and Yugoslavia
can relieve the drain on their economic
system in regard to food and fiber, in
order that they may increase their de-
fense expenditures. Do Senators suppose
that that is for our benefit?

Mr. President, that is all I have to say.
I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
cannot but express surprise at the at-
titude taken by some of my good friends
across the aisle.

This question was discussed on many
occasions in the Senate, In section 107

4865

we defined what “friendly nation” means.
It means—

Any country other than (1) the U. 8. 5. R.
or (2) any nation or area dominated or con-
trolled by the foreign government or foreign

organization controlling the world Commu-
nist movement.

I am sure that many Senators will re=-
member that the Secretary of Agricul-
ture proposed that we amend the law so
that we could trade some of our agricul-
tural products with countries behind the
Iron Curtain. The law, as contained in
section 107 of the act, so provided.

Under section 304 it is provided:

The President shall exercise the authority
contained herein—

Which I have just read—

(1) to assist friendly nations to be inde=-
pendent of trade with the U. 8. S. R. or na=
tions dominated or controlled by the U. S.
S. R. for food, raw materials, and markets,
and (2) to assure that agricultural coms=
modities sold or transferred hereunder do
not result in increased availability of those
or like commodities to unfriendly nations,

That language was placed in the act
last year in order to give the President
of the United States the authority and
right to sell products or dispose of prod-
ucts to countries which could, it is be=
lieved, be broken out of the Soviet orbit.
Why was it done? It was done because
information came to us that such coun-
tries could be won over,

For example, I have just returned from
Poland. I visited the country for over a
week. I went all over the country.
There is no question but that the Govern=
ment of Poland is communistic. There
is no doubt about it. However, I venture
to say that the people there are against
communism.

The second provision I have just read
was adopted by the Senate and it is now
the law. It gives the President the au-
thority to determine the extent to which
he can go in the sale of the commodities
in the hope of winning over countries
that may be now attached to Russia but
which may be won over from Russia.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

o Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator from
Louisiana interpret the amendment as
meaning that if any country now within
the Communist orbit should attempt to
break away from a Communist group, it
could never expect any help from
America?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the way I
interpret it.

Mr, AIKEN, Would it not be an iron-
clad guaranty to Russian that we would
never help any of her satellites achieve
freedom?

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor-
rect. I thought the subject matter had
been discussed thoroughly on the Senate
floor when we adopted the proposal de=-
signed to give the President authority,
through the Department of Agriculture
and Department of State, to attempt,
through these transactions, to wean the
people of the so-called satellite ecoun-
tries away from the control of the Soviet
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Union. The amendment we adopted is
very plain. It says:

The President shall exercise the authority
contained herein (1) to assist friendly na-
tions to be independent of trade with the
U.S8.8.R.

That is exactly what we are trying to
do now. I am of the opinion that the
agreement we entered into with Poland
will have that effect in the long run. It
is true that Poland’s government is
communistic. There is no doubt about
it. However let us not lose sight of the
fact that most of the people are over-
whelmingly anti-Communist; we must
remember that in Poland over 90 per-
cent of the tillable land is still in the
hands of individuals.

Mr. ATKEN. Did not the Senator no-
tice that, according to articles in the
neswpapers the other day, Poland is giv-
ing a substantial portion of state-owned
land to the people?

Mr. ELLENDER. That is because we
are making progress in our effort to
wean Poland and other Iron Curtain
countries away from Russia.

Mr. AIKEN. That is a direct result
of the assistance which the United States
gives Poland. Is that not correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. There is no doubt
about it.

Mr. AIKEN. Can we afford to serve
notice on the people of Poland that we
are condemning them forever to remain
under Communist domination, and that
no matter how much they desire liberty,
they cannot expect any help from the
United States?

Mr. ELLENDER. I am very much
surprised and disappointed in the lack
of confidence which some of the Mem-
bers of the Senate on the other side of
the aisle seem to show in the leader of
their own party and a State Department
whose policymakers are members of the
same political party as the Chief Execu-
tive.

Mr. JENNER and Mr. HUMPHREY
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator yield? If so, to whom does
he yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield first to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I wish to say it is
a pleasure to again be on the same side
of an issue with my good friend, the
Senator from Vermont. I believe he has
put his finger on the gquesticn, namely,
that by adopting an amendment which
is interpreted as this one is, we would
be serving notice, first, on the Russians,
that they may do just as they want
to do and that we will not interfere in
the satellite nations; secondly, we would
serve notice upon the people in the
satellite nations who have had the cour-
age to struggle away from some of the
iron grip upon them, that they will get
no help from the United States.

In the instance of Poland we should
face the fact that this is a calculated
risk. If my friends on the other side
of the aisle want sure bets, then they
are in the wrong party, first of all, and,
in the second place, they are on the
wrong side of the issue.

However, it seems to me that the
cardinal of the Catholic Church in Po-
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land believes that it is fit and proper
that the United States make some effort
to help the people of Poland throw off
from their back the terrible yoke of
Communist tyranny.

This involves food for hungry people.
This involves food to break up collective
farms. This is food to assist Poland to
have at least a little living space.

Finally, I conclude by saying that I
am getting a little weary, as a member
of the Democratic Party, of continuously
having to stand here in the Senate and
take the heat for defending the admin-
istration in some of the more worthy
aspects of its foreign policy. I know
that the amendment can be interpreted
that a vote against it is a vote for com-
munism, Well, in that case, let me say
that I am joining the side of the Pope
and the cardinal of Poland. If Senators
on the other side of the aisle want to
stand up to the people of Poland and
tell them that they will not give them
assistance, let them take it up with the
great spiritual leaders who have ap-
pealed for this assistance. Let them
take it up with the great patriots who are
appealing for this assistance. I com-
mend the President and the Secretary
of State and the Secretary of Agriculture
in this instance,

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BRIDGES. I have watched the
distinguished Senator froin Minnesota
on many occasions. I have just heard
him say that he is wearing himself out
defending the President.
thl\%r. HUMPHREY. No; I did not say

at.

Mr. BRIDGES. I have never in my
experience of listening to the Senator on
many occasions heard the Senator strain
himself in defending the President or
anyone associated with him. I am glad
to know that he has done it this time. I
merely wish to say that if it were a ques-
tion of helping the people of Poland I
would be glad to do so. However, I am
opposed to helping the Communist Gov-
ernment of Poland entrench itself more
and more and grind the people down.

Mr. HUMFPHREY. Mry. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to my
good friend from New Hampshire that
when the President and his Secretary of
State have advanced proposals such as
that for the peaceful use of atomic en-
ergy, the mutual-security program, and
some of the other foreign-aid proposals,
I have supported them. I regret that the
leadership of the opposition party has
not in all instances been able to do so.

I regret that in this instance, when the
considered judement of the statesmen of
the Free World, not merely those of
America, but also of Great Britain,
France, Italy, the Netherlands, and Den-~
mark—our NATO Allies—is that the pro-
posal relating to Poland is sound, the
distinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire sets himself up as a specialist of
one to say that we will have nothing to
do with Poland.
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I do not wish to make this a matter of
the Senator’s personal judgment against
mine. I simply say that if the Senator
from New Hampshire has a better way
to help the people of Poland secure the
food which they desperately need, I wish
he would suggest it.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
this is a serious problem, the one
brought up by this amendment. My
remarks on it have nothing to do with
any partisanship.

When I was on the other side of Gov-
ernment, there was always the problem
as to whether or not to give assistance
to countries which either were neutral
or seemed to lean toward the Kremlin.

I was always honestly worried when
such assistance was given, although al-
most invariably for it. Sometimes it
worked out wrong. However, I feel cer=
tain that the people who are now oper=
ating the Government are honorable,
and, in the last analysis, they have the
responsibility for making administra-
tive decisions.

I do not see how, if the President of
the United States believes sincerely—and
I am certain he would not advocate this
particular assistance if he did not be-
lieve in it sincerely—that I, as a Mem-
ber of the Senate, could at this time
vote against his request to give the aid
which he now justifies on the ground
it is in the interest of the security of
the United States.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I rise with some diffidence, be-
cause I know that many Senators, by
reason of their committee work, are far
more familiar with this subject than I
am.

I certainly do not want to leave the
impression that there is any lack of sup-
port on this side of the aisle for the
program which the President and the
Secretary of Agriculture are advocat-
ing in this matter. As the Senator from
Missouri has said, these are not easy
matters to decide.

Mr. JENNER. The Secretary of Ag-
riculture is not supporting the bill for
more than 1 year.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. The Sec-
retary of Agriculture states that the ad-
ministration supports this measure. I
support it, as I am sure the greater ma-
jority of Senators on both sides of the
aisle do.

This is not an easy question to decide.
Every time we aid countries behind the
Iron Curtain there is some danger that
we may, in a way, be strengthening the
hold of the Communists upon those
countries., 8Still, as the Senator from
Vermont has, in his very simple but elo-
quent way pointed out, there is also the
necessity of making it possible for those
countries and their people to have some
hope that eventually they may be able
to loosen themselves and come out from
under,
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I, for one, shall support the proposal
to give the President of the United
States a chance to use his discretion.
Only he can use it, because only he
knows the details and the facts in any
particular situation to offer this kind of
help which, in my judgment, is urgently

“needed.

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
have 1 minute left. I yield it to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, it seems to
me that support of the bill and opposi-
tion to the amendment are entirely in
accord with the principles of the Re-
publican platform as adopted in 1956. I
say this specifically in answer to my
friend from Minnesota. I believe sin-
cerely that the self-determination of
peoples is a cardinal plank in the foreign
policy of the United States, and it should
remain there. I take it that the ad-
ministration of this act is in accordance
with that policy.

I do not believe, with all respect to the
patriotism and good judgment of my
friend, the sponsor of the amendment,
that the amendment will improve the
situation one bit. I think, on the con-
trary, that the adoption of the amend-
ment at this time might have a very un-
fortunate effect upon friends and allies
in the NATO alliance, and perhaps else-
where. For that reason, I believe the
amendment should be rejected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the able Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
join in what the Senator from Connecti-
cut and other Senators have said. I
think it would be a great mistake to at-
tach an amendment of this kind to the
bill. This particular policy is certainly a
bipartisan, or nonpartisan, policy. The
administrations of both parties have felt
that measures of this kind were in the
interest of the United States. That is,
of course, the reason for them. They
can be played with, and emotions can be
aroused.

It is quite arguable, of course, that this
would be a beneficial amendment. Buf
I think, with all deference to the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana, that it
would be very dangerous indeed to at-
tach the amendment to the bill. I hope
the Senate will reject it. I know the
Senator from Indiana feels very strongly
about it.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, how
much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senafor from Indiana has 5 minutes
remaining,

Mr. JENNER. I think the record
should be clarified. Secretary Benson is
not in favor of the bhill. He wanted it
limited to 1 year at a time. He so said
and testified, and that is in the report.
Ask him.

To correct the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Busal, I do not
think the Republican Party ever had
anything in its platform which stated
that it would be willing to use the tax-
payers’ money to aid, abet, support, and
feed Communists.

Let us not be naive about Tito. Tito
has already publicly announced that in
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case of war he would march at the side
of the Russians.

I should not like to have the Senate
reject an amendment of this kind, be-
cause I doubt that most Senators have
read it. I shall read it again:

Sectlon 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby
amended by adding the following: “or (3)
any nation which has indicated directly or
indirectly that it will support the Soviet
Union, the Communist government of China,
or any other Communist government, in
event of hostilities between such government
and the United States.”

In my opinion that is clear; it is plain.
That is what we are trying to do.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp an article entitled “ ‘Trade Fol-
lows Aid’' Sadly Untrue Slogan,” written
by Michael Padev, and published in the
Indianapolis Star of March 19, 1958.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

“TRADE FoLLOWS AID” SapLY UNTRUE SLOGAN
(By Michael Padev)

Foreign aid supporters often argue that
overseas grants by the United States Gov-
ernment help Amerlean trade with foreign
countries. *“Trade follows aid" now has be-
come a familiar and even a popular slogan.,
Yet, as with so many other things concern-
ing our foreign-ald program, this slogan is
based on a myth. The truth is that foreign
aid has not helped American trade anywhere
on earth. United States trade with the
world at large can be divided, roughly, into
four equal areas in terms of volume of
trade: Canada, Latin Ameriea, Western
Europe, and the rest of the world. In other
words 17 million Canadians buy as many
United States goods as 170 million Latin
Americans or 330 million western Europeans
or 1,500,000,000 people in the rest of the
world. The United States has given no aid
to Canada whatever, comparatively little aid
to Latin America but very generous aid to
both Western Europe and the rest of the
world. In terms of American foreign trade
every Canadian (no aid) is worth 10 Latin
Americans (little ald), or 20 western Euro-
peans (very generous aid), or 100 inhabi-
tants of the rest of the world (most gen-
erous aid). Clearly trade does not follow
aild. The two things are completely un-
related to each other.

Far from helping our overseas trade United
States foreign-ald spending often has dam-
aged it. It has also considerably harmed
America's economic and political interests.
A good example of the latter is provided by
Canada, our best and most dependable cus-
tomer as well as our most important ally.
The Canadian Government has protested
several times to Washington against the dis-
posal of United States wheat surpluses
abroad. The Canadians are too polite to call
this disposal policy by its proper name—it 1s
foreign aid in food supplies.

BEEN VERY GENEROUS

Uncle Sam has been very generous in this
sort of aid during the last few years. Enor-
mous quantities of food supplies, largely
wheat, have been sent as gifts to most Asian
countries, including neutral India, as well as
to most states in Europe, including Commu-
nist Yugoslavia and Poland. But Canada is
one of the world's largest producers of wheat.
Canada’s prosperity depends on her wheat
exports and her wheat exports depend on the
demand for wheat in overseas markets,

If foreign nations which need wheat could
get it free through the United States foreign-
ald program they would obviously not think
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of buying it from Canada or any other wheat-
exporting country. Thus American foreign
aid In wheat and food supplies has inflicted
severe damages to Canada's export trade and
to Canada’s economy.

But Canada’s economy is very closely linked
with United States economy. A crisis in
Canada would have immediate and serlous
effects in the United States. Our annual
exports to Canada exceed $3,600,000,000. This
represents nearly one-fourth of our total
exports—to the whole world. Moreover, the
Canadlans pay cash for what they buy in
the United States, and the Canadlian dollar
is just as good an international currency as
the American dollar. In short, our best in-
terests are at stake in Canada’s economic
development. 7Yet, by dumping American
foreign-ald food supplies abroad, United
States foreign-aid planners do considerable
damage to Canada’s export trade.

If this foreign-aid food policy confinues,
our trade with Canada is bound to suffer, too.
This, In its turn, will hit—and hit hard—
American industry, American agriculture,
and American business, all engaged now in
the very profitable Canadian export trade.
Indiana will suffer particularly badly, as the
Midwest States are engaged in Canadian
trade more than any other part in the United
States or of the world. The Great Lakes
area, extending over both United States and
Canadian territory, is, in fact, a closely de-
pendent economic unit. By harming United
States-Canadian trade and the Canadian
economy United States forelgn-aid planners
harm also Indiana's economy.

How crazy can people in Washington get?

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I re-
mind the Senate that yesterday I called
attention to the fact that in 7 months
of the fiscal year 1958 our Government
shipped out $160 million worth of sur-
plus wheat and flour, and that more than
a third of that went to Poland and Yugo-
slavia.

In the same few months, we gave away,
or lent for 30 or 40 years, $45 million
worth of cotton. Three-fourths of that
cotton went to Poland and Yugoslavia.
Now we say we want to feed hungry peo-
ple. There is nothing in the amend-
ment about the need to feed hungry peo-
ple. It is planned that we will spend
$40 billion this year. But when the
Communist nations take the food we
send them, and then, in direct propor-
tion, increase their defense expenditures
while we are bankrupting ourselves al-
most daily to fight communism, I think
it is about time we stopped helping them,
directly or indirectly.

‘Who is to say that the people of Com=
munist Poland and Communisi Yugo-
slavia are getting the benefit of the food
and fiber we are shipping to them?

What do we know about it? We use
the local currency paid for our products
to finance the industries of the country
getting our farm products, or we make
grants to their schools and colleges.
That is provided in the bill.

Or we work out travel arrangements
for their farm leaders and labor leaders,
while our own people visit the satellites,
to be brainwashed by all the well-known
social and intellectual lures.

Even while we in the Senate were de-
bating more giveaways to Tito, Poland,
India, and the rest, Tito was denouncing
the United States in his best vituperative
style. Tito said that the Kremlin's pro-
posals about how to conduct a summit
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meeting are “constructive and accept-
able.” He said the West was shilly-
shallying.

Mr. President, do we want to feed them
forever? Under this proposal we would
do it for another 2% years, to the tune
of $3,500,000,000, if the Government of
the United States so desired.

The correspondent for the Christian
Seience Monitor, which hardly is an iso-
lationist publication, stated:

His [Tito's] position today, in fact, is at
odds with the West on all its most vital
positions.

Mr. President, Tito is cuddling up to
Moscow on all issues of foreign policy.
That has always been his position, and
it will continue to be.

Tito is the foremost catspaw for the
Soviet policy of always working through
catspaws—doing the utmost damage to
the free nations, without spilling one
drop of Russian blood.

Mr. President, I wish I could agree
with Tito that the Western nations are
opposed to a summit conference. We
know that a new summit meeting would
be nothing but a trap for better Com-
munist propaganda against the free na-
tions. We know that the insistent de-
mands in England, France, and the
United States for a summit meeting are
only Soviet propaganda, manipulated
from Moscow.

Let Senators remember that the
United States has already given vast
amounts of money to England, France,
and the other nations of Europe.

Mr, President, I do not care in the
Jeast what Tito thinks about anything.
We should deal with the Soviet mon-
key, which uses the little nations on its
borders as catspaws.

But I am concerned that responsible
American citizens are so blind, so be-
wildered, or so venal, that they will pre-
tend that Tito is some new kind of anti-
Communist. I am shocked that they will
vote to give away the hard-earned prod-
ucts of work on our farms and in our
factories, in blind or stupid or venal at-
tempts to win the favor of the little
bandit Tito, who obeys, in every move,
the orders of the top Communist gang-
ster, Ehrushcheyv.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
available on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Indiana has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, to the
amendment of the Senator from Indiana,
I submit an amendment which I send
to the desk and ask to have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the amendment will be
stated.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the
Jenner amendment, it is proposed that
the following be inserted:

Section 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby
amended by adding the following: “or (38)
any nation which has not assured the Presi-
dent directly or indirectly it will not support
the Soviet Union, the Communist govern-
ment of China, or any other Communist
government, in event of hostilities between
such government and the United States.”
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, this
amendment to the amendment of the
Senator from Indiana is in line with a
public law passed during the 85th Con-
gress, namely, an act entitled “To Amend
Further the Mutual Security Act of
1954”; and it is based on, and is along
the same line as the act by which we
have given assistance to Yugoslavia.
This amendment uses the same language
as that used by Congress in that act,
which reads in part, as follows:

In furnishing assistance to Yugoslavia, the
President shall continuously assure himself
(1) that Yugoslavia continues to maintain its
independence, (2) that Yugoslavia is not
participating in any policy or program for
the Communist congquest of the world, and
(3) that the furnishing of such assistance is
in the interest of the natlonal securlty of
the United States. The President shall keep
the Foreign Relations Committee and the
Appropriations Committee of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
fully and constantly informed of any as-
sistance furnished to Yugoslavia under this
act.

In other words, my amendment does
exactly what the Jenner amendment
does, except it approaches the matter in
a more positive way.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
to me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield for a question.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I should like to
ask the Senator from New Hampshire a
question: Is the amendment which he
has suggested to the Jenner amendment
taken from the Mutual Security Act of
19547

Mr. BRIDGES. What I just read
came from the act, as amended; yes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then that is the
amendment which I submitied at the
time when that measure was under con-
sideration by the Senate. That amend-
ment made it necessary for the
President to make a finding that the
government of Yugoslavia was not part
of the Communist conspiracy to take
over the world and to report to that
effect to Congress,

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Am I correct?

Mr. BRIDGES. That is right.

Mr, O'MAHONEY, Is it not a fact
that the State Department and the Gov-
ernment of the United States, through
the President, last year recommended
the modification of that amendment,
and no longer that it is as binding as it
was?

. Mr. BRIDGES. Oh, no; it is still the
aw.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
from New Hampshire be kind enough
to call for a copy of the act as it now
stands, in order to see whether I am
mistaken in my assumption?

Mr. BRIDGES. I think the Senator
from Wyoming is mistaken, and I shall
call for a copy of the act.

In the meantime, let me say that I
have said, both in this Chamber and
around the country, that when Russia
brutally gave Hungary her blood bath
of suppression, and when tears were

March 20

shed by people all over our own great
Nation, as well as the rest of the world
concerning the fate of Hungary and the
fate of the Hungarian people, and when
tears were shed by Senators about the
fate of Hungary and the Hungarian
people, we know what the “virtuous”
Communist government of Poland did.
In the United Nations, it voted against
the resolution condemning Russia for its
brutal enslavement of the people of
Hungary in the same roughshod way the
people of Poland had been made pris-
oner. Under those circumstances, how
can we vote to continue a policy alin-
ing the United States of America with
such a country?

Let us look some more at the dis-
mal record of the Communist-ridden
governments of Poland and Yugoslavia,
as well for that matter, both are on rec-
ord as favoring the admission of Com-
munist China to the United Nations and
as favoring the recognition of Com-
munist China. Yet Members of this
body which voted unanimously against
such recognition vote continued aid for
Communist governments which did,

Time affer time the policy enunciated
and the action taken by Poland and Yu-
goslavia have been contrary to the
avowed policy of the Congress of the
United States and the spirit of the laws
of the United States and the expressed
wishes of what I believe to be a majority
of the American people.

EUROPEAN NATIONS RECOGNIZED COMMUNIST
CHINA AND URGED UNITED NATIONS RECOG-
NITION
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the

Senator from New Hampshire yield to

me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. MALONE. What European na-
tion first recognized Communist China,
and subsequently urged the admission of
Communist China to the United Na-
tions? Was it England?

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct.

Mr. MALONE. Practically all of the
nations of Europe have recognized Com-
munist China and the admission of
Communist China to the United Nations
have they not?

Mr. BRIDGES. Perhaps not all of
them, buf certainly most of them have.

Mr, MALONE. Yes, of course.

Is it not a fact that throughout the
EKorean war, anything shipped by the
United States to the European nations
was soon available to Communist China
and then of course to Russia?

Mr. BRIDGES. I have heard that
stated, but I do not know that it is a
fact.

Mr. MALONE. We have investigated
that matter and most of such material
was available to the Communist area
directly or indirectly.

Under those circumstances, if we
ship—as is now intended—goods and
funds, including our atomic secrets, to
European countries, is it not to be pre-
sumed that those secrets will soon be in
the hands of Russia and Communist
China? If we have any secrets left. If
we give our atomic secrets to European
nations, how long does the Senator from
New Hampshire believe it will be before
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Russia and Communist China will have
possession of those secrets?

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me say that I am
quite suspicious that such would be the
result.

Mr. MALONE. I believe we are fully
justified in being suspicious. When Rus-
sia beat us to the punch in sending a
satellite around the world, it should not
have been so surprising, since Russia
then had all of our information plus their
own discoveries, did she not?

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct.

Mr. President, I have always favored
the principle of foreign aid, and in the
past I have not hesitated to support it.
But I have understood that it was mutual
aid for the purpose of mutual security,
and that mutual security meant helping
the nations which were willing to help
themselves and which were friendly with
the United States and allied with us in
the general objectives which we and the
rest of the Free World have.

How we can reconcile that with giving
help to the Communist nations, which
have the avowed purpose of opposing
everything the Free World believes in, I
do not know.

If such assistance would help the peo-
ple in the countries now subjected to
Communist oppression to throw off the
Communist yoke, that would be differ-
ent. But such aid will simply reduce
their opportunities to throw off the Com-
munist yoke.

The aid now proposed is definitely not
the type of foreign aid I have supported
in the past, and it is definitely not the
type of foreign aid which I intend to sup-
port in the future.

Let there be no doubt that the Com-
munist regimes are part of the interna-
tional Communist conspiracy.

This Communist government of Poland
has voted in the United Nations against
the admission of South Korea and
against the unification of North Korea
and South Korea and against the censure
of Russia for the ruthless suppression
of Hungary, and has urged that Commu-
nist China be allowed a seat in the United
Nations.

Mr. President, the recent announce-
ment that the United States is making
available $98 million of foreign aid cred-
its to the Communist Red regime of
Polish Premier Gomulka fills me with
indignation. This makes a total of $193
million extended so far in the fiscal year
1958. Not only does it arouse my in-
dignation, but it seriously undermines
the faith of the general public in our
whole foreign-aid program. This is par-
ticularly so when the American tax-
payers are being asked to continue to
shoulder a crushing tax burden in a year
of economic recession.

The record will show that I have sup-
ported foreign aid in principle, from its
inception with the Marshall plan, down
to and through the fiscal year 1958
budget; and I expect to continue my sup-
port in principle. That does not mean,
however, that I have not, as now, ques-
tioned and opposed certain phases of it
which seem to me entirely contrary to
the declared policy of our foreign-aid
program, and which actually seems cal-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

culated to produce results in opposition
to our objectives.

The general declared policy of our for-
eign-aid program is to help friendly na-
tions to help themselves. Under that
policy, aid is supposed to be requested
by the country desiring it, and for pur-
poses of strengthening either its eco-
nomic condition or its military posture
in its effort to become a strong Free-
World partner.

I am as critical of, and as much op-
posed to, the extension of foreign aid
to the Communist regime in Poland as I
am to its being extended to the Com-
munist regime in Yugoslavia. Through
the years I have—both in Appropria-
tions Committee and here on the floor
of the United States Senate—worked to
cut off aid to Communist regimes.
Through all those years I have never yet
seen any manifest justification for
spending American tax dollars in the
support of an unfriendly Communist
regime. I can see no more justification
for supporting Gomulka's Communist
Poland than there has been for sup-
porting Tito’s Communist Yugoslavia.

It seems to me utterly fallacious to
maintain that there are, somehow or
other, two types of communism—the bad
type represented by the Soviet Interna-
tional Communist conspiracy, and the
so-called good type of supposedly inde-
pendent communism, as exemplified by
Tito and Gomulka.

Mr. President, in my opinion, com-
munism is communism, no matter where
it is found. No one can persuade me
that any Communist regime is not pri-
marily linked with the parent Soviet
dictators of international communism.

Tears have been shed around this
country and in effect also here today
that it would hurt the people of Yugo-
slavia and Poland if we did not con-
tinue this program. If I believed it
would really help the people of Poland
and Yugoslavia throw off the yoke of
communism I would be for it and I would
vote for it. I do not believe it would.
I think it would strengthen the Commu-
nist regimes and the people will have
greater difficulty than ever. I respect
Senators of this body who have other
views, they are entitled to them, but I
do not agree with them. I think their
actions will come back to haunt them
even though I may hope for their sakes
they will not.

Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, BRIDGES. 1 yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. This is not an easy
matter on which to vote, because there
are good points on both sides of the
question. I think a year ago I would
have voted for the amendment. The
question before the Senate is whether
we want to see some of the satellite
countries break away from Russia. I
was in Poland last October, I have to
be factual about the matter. I suppose
if I wanted to be emotional about it, I
would let my emotions run away with
me and support the amendment, because
I am so opposed to communism, and al-
ways have been. But I must be factual,
and tell Senators I was in Poland. My
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best judgment is that the Polish Gov-
ernment is pro-Communist, but the Pol-
ish people are not. I found Polish
churches open, and more people going
to church than ever. I learned that
much of the land is in private hands. A
calculated risk is involved. My judg-
ment is that, since surplus food is in-
volved, we would be better off if we
tried to aid the Polish people, so that
they might break away from Russia, if it
became possible. It will not be easy.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
California. [

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the de=
cision in the Senate on either the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Indi-
ana or the substitute offered by the
Senator from New Hampshire is going
to be no test of patriotism. There is no
question of the patriotism of any United
States Senator. The question here is
whether the Members of the Senate de=
sire to implement—to make more clear—
a policy which the Senate itself, together
with the House of Representatives,
adopted when Public Law 480 was ap-
proved in the 83d Congress.

This has nothing to do with the desire
of the Government or the people of the
United States to render assistance and
to give necessary foodstuffs to any peo-
ple anywhere around the globe who
might be in need of additional food.
That desire is expressed in the present
statute and in the bill before us, and
is opposed by all of us. I take it all of
us understand title II of the act
entitled “Famine Relief and Other
Assistance,” in which it is specifi-
cally provided that the President of the
United States, up to the amount of $300
million, ecan make available American
foodstuffs to people, whether they live in
friendly nations or whether they live in
unfriendly nations. That is not an issue
here. That is not in dispute in the Sen-
ate today.

What is important is whether or not
the United States Senate agrees with
the policy the Congress set down in the
law in 1954, It has been alluded to be-
fore. It sets forth what our policies shall
be with regard to the expansion of trade
with friendly nations. Then it defines
who is friendly and who is not. It ex-
cludes trade with the U. S. 8. R. under
this law, and those countries dominated
or controlled by the U. 8. S. R. I ap-
prove that policy. I do not want this
bill to permit activity under it with any
Communist-dominated country.

I think the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has done a service, and so has the
Senator from Indiana, in giving us an
opportunity, in clear-cut fashion, to lay
down what the policy shall be.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I
should like to say just a word. The
Senator from California has stated that
the patriotism of certain Senators has
been questioned. That is not true.
Neither the Senator from Indiana nor
the Senator from New Hampshire did
that. We know every United States
Senator is a patriot, and we respect all
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Senators, but we do differ very funda-
mentally with their judgment. We
think many who take the other side of
the question are wrong, and that the
meatter will come back to haunt them.
The question is in issue. Time will tell
whether we are right or wrong. I am
willing to coast along with the time,
because I think the Senator from In-
diana and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire will be proven correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. How much time
remains on the amendment?

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the Senator from New Hampshire
has expired. The Senator from Louisi-
ana who controls the opposition time,
has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
from Louisiana yield me 2 minutes to
express some of my doubts?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think a glance
at the budget, which is before us, will
prove to everybody concerned how vital
is this issue which is raised by the bill
before the Senate. The Bureau of the
Budget has issued a document entitled
“The Federal Budget in Brief.” On the
cover appear the words “From the Exec-
utive Office of the President, Bureau of
the Budget, Fiscal Year 1959.”

On page 14 of the document there is
a diagram which shows the estimated
expenditures sent to Congress by the
President in January for fiseal 1959.
The first item is $45,800,000,000 for
major national security. Next, $7,900,-
000,000, for interest on the national debt.
Next, $5 billion, for veterans.

If we add those three items, we have a
total expenditure of $58,700,000,000 for
past wars, for preparation for future
wars, for the rehabilitation of veterans
who have suffered in the preceding wars.
Fifty-eight billion is fifty thousand mil-
lion. I emphasize the word “million.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I ask for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 additional
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is a total of
$58,700,000,000 for purposes of war.
There is left only $15,200,000,000 for all
other activities of Government.

Unless we win the fight for freedom
here within our own shores, it is difficult,
indeed, for me to comprehend how it is
possible for us to hope to buy the support
of satellite nations; but because the
President is submitting this project, I
shall, I think, support the bill and vote
against the amendment, the President
should not be repudiated by the Con-
gress where food for hungry people is
involved. I want to call the attention of
the Senate to the fact that the Mutual
Security Act of 1956 contained the fol-
lowing provision:

Sec. 143, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, no assistance under this title
or any other title of this act, or under any
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provision of law repealed by section 542 (a)
of this act, ehall be furnished to Yugoslavia
after the expiration of 90 days following the
date of the enactment of this section, unless
the President finds and so reports to the
Congress, with hls reasons therefor, (1) that
there has been no change in the Yugoslavian
policies on the basis of which assistance un-
der this act has been furnished to Yugoslavia
in the past, and that Yugoslavia is independ-
ent of control by the Soviet Unlon, (2) that
Yugoslavia is not participating in any policy
or program for the Communist conquest of
the world, and (3) that it is in the interest
of the national security of the United States
to continue the furnishing of assistance to
Yugoslavia under this act.

This was the amendment I offered and
to which I referred a moment ago in my
colloquy with the Senator from New
Hampshire.

When the Mutual Security Act came
before Congress in 1957 for amendment
this section was changed. It was modi-
fied. It was tempered. It was amelio-
rated. It was made softer on Tito and
his allegiance to the Communist con-
spiracy.

Mr. President, in the interest of time
I ask unanimous consent that the 1957
modification of the amendment be
printed in the Recorp in full, so that all
may know what the policy of the State
Department is. In spite of this, however,
because I want to use our surplus food
to feed hungry people I shall vote against
the amendment.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Sec. 143. Assistance to Yugoslavia: In fur-
nishing assistance to Yugoslavia, the Presi-
dent shall continuously assure himself (1)
that Yugoslavia continues to maintain its
independence, (2) that Yugoslavia is not
participating in any policy or program for
the Communist congquest of the world, and
(8) that the furnishing of such assistance s
in the interest of the national security of
the United States. The President shall keep
the Forelgn Relatlons Committee and the
Appropriations Committee of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
fully and constantly informed of any assist-
ance furnished to Yugoslavia under this act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
1 additional minute.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, It is quite clear
that the administration has changed its
point of view and that the Congress—
particularly the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry—is now offering the
bill in the hope that despite the waver-
ing position of the State Department
and the President with respect to Yugo-
slavia we will be able to do this for the
purpose of using our surplus foods to
feed the hungry people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired. The
Senator from Louisiana has consumed
5 minutes of his time.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. ELLENDER. If anything, the
amendment now under consideration is
worse than the amendment offered by
the Senator from Indiana [Mr, JENNER].
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It would provide that any nation which
has not assured the President that di-
rectly or indirectly it will not support
the Soviet Union or any Communist gov-
ernment cannot get assistance. The
amendment under consideration will
have the same effect as the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN=-
NER], but it almost requires the estab-
lishment of an alliance by a foreign na-
tion with the United States.

I agree with my good friend from In-
diana [Mr. CapeHART]. There is no
doubt in my own mind that the Polish
people are very friendly to the United
States and that such assistance will go
far towards making them independent
of the Soviet Union. If such can be
accomplished, there is every reason for
the act to remain unchanged, in this
respect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield myself another minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is exactly
what the Congress had in mind when it
enacted section 304, giving the Presi-
dent authority to assist friendly na-
tions to free themselves from the control
of the Soviet Union.

The decision is left up to the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State. In the
case of Poland, it was their decision that
by assisting Poland they might cause
that country to be weaned away from
the Soviet Union. In the long run our
Government will benefit from such a
procedure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER],

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kentucky is recognized for
5 minutes.

The Senate will be in order.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the amendment offered by the
junior Senator from Indiana, which is
proposed to be amended by the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. BRIDGES].

All of us are moved by the same feeling
of revulsion, against the practices of
communism, which animates the two
Senators who have offered these amend-
ments. I must say, nevertheless, that I
believe the amendments are not in the
best interests of the United States.

All of us know that we and other demo-
cratic countries are in a struggle with
Soviet Russia, and that it will go on for
a long time. It might be resolved but
T hope never and our country hopes
never by war. We hope it may be re-
solved in time by just agreements but
that does not seem to be possible at this
time. In the long run, if a balance of
power in the world can be developed,
with the influence to convince Soviet
Russia that they cannot successfully
prosecute a war against the United
States or that just settlement must be
made for the peace of the world—we
may resolve the impasse.
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It is upon the last ground that I be-
lieve these amendments are a wreng
approach to the problem. I shall give
my reasons.

First, I speak of our aid to Poland
and Yugoslavia. We have undoubtedly
helped these peoples for humanitarian
reasons. But, I believe, that politically
the Department of State and the Presi-
dent of the United States have heen will-
ing to make loans to Poland and Yugo-
slavia because those countries, to some
extent, have asserted some independence
of Soviet Russia. We can encourage
them to keep a measure of independence
from Soviet Russia and to encourage, by
their example, other nations to break
away. Certainly, that is an important
objective.

Second, I speak to the amendment of
the senior Senator from New Hampshire.
The senior Senator from Louisiana is
exactly correct. If we adopt the amend-
ment which has been proposed by my
friend from New Hampshire, it will ex-
tend the prohibition of aid under this
bill, I would guess, to 50 countries in the
world—to newly independent countries
in the Mid-East, in Asia, and the new
countries of Africa. They are not allies
of Soviet Russia, but as newly independ-
ent countries they do not want a great
power to dictate their policy—what they
will do in the future, and what they will
do in the present cold war. Although
they are independent and democratic,
and do not intend to join the Soviet
Union in case of war, they do not want
to become involved in the cold war. If
they take the position that they cannot
in national honor sign the agreement
which the amendment proposes, what
will happen. We shall have then denied
our assistance, and isolated ourselves
from many countries in the Mid-East,
with which we have been concerned for
over a year. We shall likewise have
isolated ourselves from many newly in-
dependent countries of Asia and Africa.
If we pursue such a policy we shall end
up being isolated from over half the
peoples of the world.

I do not think that is the way, over a
long period of years, to attempt to make
friends throughout the world. I do not
believe that is the way to alter peacefully
the balance of power, which may finally
convinece Russia that there must be a
peaceful and just solution of the world’s
difficulties.

For these reasons, admitting the pa-
triotic impulses of our two friends, we
are faced with a choice of methods. We
know what our objectives are. We know
we are engaged in a long struggle. I be-
lieve the amendments should be de-
feated, because they will not help us win
the struggle.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 20 seconds to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask to
modify my amendment in accordance
with the provisions of the amendment
offered by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has a right to modify his
amendment.
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Mr. LAUSCHE and Mr. SALTON-
STALL addressed the Chair.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the balance
of my time to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 2
minutes and 40 seconds.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am
of the firm conviction that conflicting
positions can be taken on this amend-
ment with complete justification, regard-
less of the side chosen.

I have great fears about the adoption
of the amendment offered by the Senator
from New Hampshire. It would not only
deal distinctly with Poland and Yugo-
slavia, but would embrace many other
nations with respect to which prospects
for good relations with the United States
Government are favorable.

I agree with what the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr] has said, that
the amendment of the Senator from New
Hampshire would take in the nations of
the Middle East and the Far East, and
other nations that are not necessarily
friendly to Russia, and for that reason
I think, with due respect to the Senator
from New Hampshire, that his amend-
ment is not well taken,

With respect to the initial amendment
offered by the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
JENNER], it is my belief that by giving
aid to the Governments of Yugoslavia
and Poland, we are deceiving the people
of Poland and Yugoslavia into the belief
that the people of the United States are
friendly to those Governments. Just as
surely as the night follows the day, the
people of Yugoslavia do not want Tifo
and his Communist government. It is
equally certain that the Polish people
do not want a Communist government.

My fear is, that by giving money and
other aid to them, we are delaying in
two ways the advent of the upheaval of
the Communist regimes in Poland and
Yugoslavia.

First, we are deceiving the worker in
the fields of Yugoslavia into the belief
that there is friendliness among the
American people for the Yugoslav Gov-
ernment,.

Second, we are relieving the Commu-
nist governments of the responsibility of
providing sustenance for their citizenry,
and thus increasing the ability of these
governments to develop armaments of
war. While I favored the original
amendment offered by the Senator from
Indiana, I regret that I will have to vote
against its modified form resulting from
the acceptance of the New Hampshire
Senator’'s version of the course we should
follow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex-
pired.

All time on the amendment has ex-
pired. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. JENNER], as modified.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, Presidenf, I yield
myself 1 minute on the bill.

I will not vote “no confidence” in the
President in the field of foreign affairs.
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I will not give assurance to Russia that
we will not give assistance to any of the
satellite nations which seek to break
away from the Communist orbit.

I will not blast the hopes of freedom
which the people of Poland, or any other
nation of Eastern Europe may have at
this time.

I will not embarrass friendly nations
with which we are at present carrying
out coordinated programs; and therefore
I shall vote against the pending amend-
ment.

_Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute on the bill to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
we worked out this problem with respect
to Y_ugosla.via. last year after a great deal
of difficulty, by leaving discretion in the
President as to whether to send aid to
Yugoslavia and by requiring him to give
assurances to the Congress periodically.

I think the amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire is not in satisfac-
tory language at the present time, but
it does leave discretion in the President.
I believe the amendment should be re-
drafted in the House, or in the Senate
before the bill is finally passed, so as to
leave discretion in the President. I am
glad to leave discretion in the President,
as we did last year with respect to Yugo-
slavia.

‘We must soon consider an appropria-
tion bill for foreign aid. This entire
subject will come up in connection with
that appropriation; I believe we can
seltle it satisfactorily by letting the Pres-
ident decide whether foodstuffs should go
to Poland, Yugoslavia, or any other na-
tion which, in his judgment, is not com-
mitted to fight against us in case of a
war.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
Florida [Mr. HoLrano] on the bill.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not think sufficient emphasis has been
laid on the fact that this amendment
applies not solely to Poland and Yugo-
slavia, but particularly to all the neutral
nations of the earth.

I do not think we can demand of a
neutral nation which needs our help, and
whose friendship we hope to win, that
it should commit itself in advance be-
fore it may be dealt with under this
act. If we were to do so we would not
only give offense to that nation, but
would, in effect, be serving notice to the
world that we do not care to have any
more friends and allies than we now
have. I do not want to be in that
position.

I have perfect confidence in the pa-
triotism of the President of the United
States and of the Secretary of the State
Department. I do not believe that they
will deal helter-skelter with neutral na-
tions, but will deal with them under
the provisions of the bill only when they
think there is a fair and reasonable op-
portunity to do them lasting good, and
to leave them in a more friendly atti-
tude, and more likely to side with us
in the event of real trouble. I repeat
that I do not believe we are in a posi-
tion in which we want to serve notice
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to the world that we do not desire any
more allies or friends.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, I yield
2 minutes on the bill to the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, ob-
viously, a Senator may not offer an am-
endment in the third degree.

I always become a little disconcerted
by the haste with which language is
drafted on the floor of the Senate. If it
were possible to offer an amendment, I
would offer a substitute which would
place the burden on the President, and
provide that no nation shall receive aid
unless the President has assured him-
self, with respect to such nation, that
it will not directly or indirectly support
the Soviet Union, and so forth.

As the amendment is drawn at the
present time, other nations must di-
rectly or indirectly indicate their atti-
tude to the President. That puts a
burden on them. Under the terms of re-
vised language, the burden would be
placed upon the President to be assured
on that point. No other report to the
Foreign Relations Committee would be
required; and no report to the Speaker
would be required, as was required in
connection with the provision in the
Mutual Security Act dealing with
Yugoslavia.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
complete text of the amendment I would
have offered in lieu of the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana, had it
been in order to do so; and following
that, section 143 of the Mutual Security
Act approved August 14, 1957.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment and section were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Sectlon 107 of Public Law 480 is hereby
amended by adding the following: “on (3)
any nation, unless the President has assured
himself with respect to such nation, that it
will not directly or indirectly support the
Soviet Union, the Communist Government
of China, or any other Communist govern-
ment in event of hostility between such gov-
ernment and the United States.”

Sec. 143. Assistance to Yugoslavia: In
furnishing assistance to Yugoslavia, the
President shall continuously assure himself
(1) that Yugoslavia continues to maintain
its independence, (2) that Yugoslavia is not
participating in any policy or program for
the Communist conquest of the world, and
(3) that the furnishing of such assistance
is in the interest of the national security
of the United States. The President shall
keep the Foreign Relations Committee and
the Appropriations Committee of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives fully and constantly informed of any
assistance furnished to Yugoslavia under
this act.

(c) Add a new section 144 as follows:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. JENNER], as modified. All time
on the amendment has expired.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr., MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senators from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
DERSON and Mr. Cuavezl, the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen-
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ator from Washington [Mr. Jacksonl,
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KenNEDY], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCreLLaN], the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNrONEY ], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, and the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], are
absent on official business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senafor from New Mexico
[Mr. CuavEZ], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HenniNgs], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN-
RrRONEY], and the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpErsoN] has a general
pair with the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. Casgl.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of death in his family.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
ButLER] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLEy] is absent on official business.

The Senators from New York [Mr.
Ives and Mr. Javirs] are detained on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Casel and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HicKENLOOPER] are also detained on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waTER] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarTIN] are absent because
of illness.

On this vote the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr, BurLEr] is paired with the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Maryland would vote ‘“yea,” and the
Senator from Vermont would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. CAase]l has a general pair
with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON1.

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 53, as follows:

YEAS—24
Barrett Hruska Payne
Beall Jenner Revercomb
Bricker Knowland Russell
Bridges Kuchel Saltonstall
Cotton Langer Schoeppel
Curtis Malone Smith, Maine
Dirksen Martin, Iowa Thurmond
Dworshnk Mundt Willinms

NAYS—b53
Alken Gore Neuberger
Allott Green O'Mahoney
Bible Hayden Pastore
Bush Hin Potter
Byrd Hoblitzell Proxmire
Capehart Holland Purtell
Carlson Humphrey Robertson
Carroll Johnson, Tex. BScott
Case, N.J. Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Church Eefauver Smith, N. J.
Clark Kerr Sparkman
Cooper Lausche Stennis
Douglas Long Symington
Eastland Magnuson Thye
Ellender Mansfield Watkins
Ervin McNamara Yarborough
Frear Morton Young
Fulbright Murray

NOT VOTING—19

Anderson Hennings MeClellan
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney
Butler Ives Morse
Case, 8. Dak. Jackson Talmadge
Chavez Javits Wiley
Flanders Kennedy
Goldwater Martin, Pa.

’ -
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So Mr. JENNER's amendment, as modi-
fied, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Presidenf, on
behalf of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Bripces] and myself, I offer
an amendment which I ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 2, lines 23 and 24, 1t is proposed

to strike out “June 30, 1960” and insert
“June 80, 1959.”

On page 3, lines 1 and 2, strike out “June
80, 1960 and insert “June 30, 1950.”

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, my
amendment merely cuts the program
back to 1 fiscal year ending June 30,
1959. The amendment is endorsed by
the Department of Agriculture. When
the Department asked for the extension
of the program, it asked for $1!4 bil-
lion for fiscal 1958. They object to the
extension of the program for a 2-year
period on the basis that should it be
needed they would be back next year to
ask for another extension. Even with
the adoption of this amendment it will
still have authority for $2 billion extra
money. The Department and many on
the committee think that the program
should be reviewed by the appropriate
committees of Congress and by the De-
partment on an annual basis. To reject
the amendment means that we will be
giving this agency authority in the
amount of $31 billion over a 2-year pe-
riod or $1% billion more than they even
ask for.

If the amendment is agreed to, there
will still be an additional $500 million
for fiscal 1958 and the full amount or
$1% billion requested by the Depart-
ment for 1959.

With this amount of money involved,
tl_le program should have an annual re-
view.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp a letter which I received from
the administration, in which it is
strongly recommended that the pro-
gram be limited to 1 year, followed by a
copy of a letter from the Department
under date of March 11, 1958, addressed
to Senator ELLENDER, the chairman of
the committee, in support of the Aiken
amendment which the Senate adopted
earlier.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Kecorp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D, C., March 7, 1958,
Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
United States Senate.

Dear SenaTor WiLniams: Attached is a
copy of the statement that you may use as
you see fit, regarding the amendments to
Public Law 480 recently adopted by the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry. This material was prepared in re-
sponse to your request to Clyde Wheeler.

If you need anything additional, please
let us know.

Sincerely yours,
DoN PAARLBERG,
Assistant Secretary.
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MarcH T, 1958.

1. Reason for request for l-year extension
instead of 2 years:

The administration construes title I of
Public Law 480 as a temporary means of
moving accumulated agricultural surpluses
abroad in a constructive manner. Limiting
the extension of this authority to 1 year
permits an annual review of the program
by the Congress. Such annual review is
important both with respect to effective sur-
plus disposal under special programs and
maximum effect on commercial exports.
There is a likelihood that an extension of
more than 1 year would tend to assign some
degree of permanence to the program; it
would also give less impetus to consideration
of alternative methods of surplus disposal
which might give greater emphasis to com-
mercial exports. Orderly programing and
shipping can be achieved under annual ex-
tensions as long as authorizations are pro-
vided soon enough during the year to pre-
vent interruptions in programing.

2. Why yearly review is recommended:

Although Public Law 480 provides impor-
tant authorities concerned primarily with
the disposal of agricultural surpluses, the
act requires wide Government coordination.
It combines many purposes which affect our
domestic and foreign economic policies and
involves activities of several departments
and agencies, Some of the facets of Public
Law 480 can be touched on briefly. The
large disposals to our friends abroad con-
tribute directly to foreign policy objectives;
the large amounts of local currencies loaned
back to importing countries are coordinated
by the International Cooperation Adminis-
tration in mutual security operations; and
local currencies are used to pay United
BStates expenses abroad and finance agricul-
tural market development, educational ex-
change programs and other actlvities.

Because of this complex nature of Publie
Law 480, 1t appears imperative that adminis-
trative officials and the Congress make a full
and complete appralsal of its operations on
an annual basis.

3. Objection to new barter amendment:

The explanation of the barter amendment
to S. 3089 prepared by the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry makes it clear
that the amendment is intended to remove
any discretion that the Secretary of Agri-
culture now has to determine whether he
should or should not barter. The explana-
tion shows that the amendment is intended
to be mandatory and makes it clear that the
Secretary must barter CCC commodities if
he is offered strategic or critical materials or
other materials which entail less risk of loss
or substantially less storage charges than the
CCC commodities, In our committee ses-
sion, nobody could tell us what was meant
by other materials. I am afraid it means
the Secretary might have to take such things
as tea, spices, iron ore, or perhaps even
bottle caps under the barter program. To
direct the Secretary to engage in a broad
program of industrial material imports
which are not strategic or critical materials,
the amendment would in effect say that the
Congress would rather have the Secretary
accept bottle caps instead of dollars for his
agricultural commodities. Under the pres-
ent law, the Secretary is directed to barter
only when he believes that barter will pro-
tect the funds and assets of the Commodity
Credit Corporation—in other words, he will
barter when he cannot sell the same com-
modities for dollars, By removing this dis-
cretionary language from the amendment,
the committee is saying that it is unimpor~
tant whether barter commodities are in addi-
tion to dollar sales or whether they replace
dollar sales,

I cannot see how we can ask the Senate to
enact a law which claims that barter is
superior to cash sales. I do not see how we
can tell the Secretary that he is not to con-
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sider the effect of proposed barters on regu-
lar cash sales. Nor can I understand why
this same Senate committee in recommend-
ing extension of title I of Public Law 480,
the provision that authorizes foreign-cur-
rency sales, directs the President to only
make such sales when they are in addition
to our usual commercial marketings and
does not believe it necessary to include the
same provision in their amendment of the
barter program. Obviously, if it makes sense
in title T, it also makes sense in the operation
of the barter program.

The committee explanation of the barter
provision makes much of the fact that bar-
ter permits the United States exporter to cut
his sales price for the commodity and thereby
gain a competitive edge. If this can be done
under the barter program, why would it not
make sense to do so on cash sales by the
Commodity Credit Corporation.

Finally, the Department of Agriculture has
never sald it is against barter. It is for bar-
ter. It has only asked that care be exercised
to insure that the barter of agricultural
commodities be in addition to our dollar
sales and not replacements. This is the
reason that the barter program was changed
last year. It iIs the reason why I believe
that the proposed amendment is bad legis-
lation.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D. C., March 11, 1958.
Hon, ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
Chairman, Commiitee on Agriculture
and Forestry, United States Senate,

Dear SENATOR ELLENDER: We have been re-
quested by Senator HumMPHREY to give con-
sideration to, and to report to your committee
on possible language changes in the proposed
amendment to title IIT of Public Law 480,
83d Congress, which would make it more
acceptable from our standpoint. This legis-
lation would direct the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to barter up to $500 million worth of
agricultural commodities per year for ma-
terials under certain conditions., We are,
however, unable to formulate any changes
ghort of the virtual nullification of the pro-
posed change which would eliminate our
objections. The Department of Agriculture
wishes to go on record as being vigorously
opposed to its enactment into law.

The proposed elimination of any considera-
tion by the Secretary of whether or not a
barter transaction will protect the funds and
assets of Commodity Credit Corporation
as a criterion for exercising administrative
judgment is an unprecedented approach to
legislative directlon. We believe the best in-
terests of the Commodity Credit Corporation,
as a Government instrumentality, are syn-
onymous with the best interests of the United
States.

In our judgment the elimination of the
principle of “additionality as a result of
barter” cannot be justified. This amendment
directs the Secretary of Agriculture to com-
pletely ignore what agricultural commodities
could be moved into export channels through
the normal channels of trade for purchase by
our regular customers for dollars. Its effect
could be to replace to the extent of up to
$500 milllon per year of cash business by
barter for materials which for the most part
there would be no need in the near future.
These materials would go into dead storage
in the hope that at some future time we
will be able to utilize them without serious
effects on domestic producers of these
materials.

We have diligently studied the potentials
of barter as a means of expanding our agri-
cultural exports. We believe opportunities
do exist. We believe honestly and sincerely
our present policies will give some measure
of assurance that increased exports are being
accomplished through barter. We belleve
that the assumption that barter offers al-
most unlimited opportunities for expansion
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of exports is false, Such an assumption is
based on the fallaclous premise that the
have-not countries of the world with respect
to food and fiber are countries that have
great material resources to trade for food and
fiber. This is not true. We believe, however,
that substantial additional business can be
achieved if export contractors are required
to demonstrate additionality. If this re-
quirement is eliminated all contractors will
turn to easy barter and be content to merely
replace cash sales.

There are powerful forces urging opening
the throttle on a barter program. An analy-
sls of the reasons therefor is in order.

This country is in a position to buy for
current consumption all the foreign pro-
duced materials the economy requires. Leg-
islation exists for the procurement of all the
materials deemed prudent to stockpile for
future emergency defense needs. The rate
and extent of such procurement is limited
only by appropriation by the Congress. In
spite of the zeal to substitute barter for nor-
mal exchange, the United States dollar can
still be utilized to better advantage in world
markets than our agricultural commodities.
Then why do we have such strong pressures
for a wide-open barter program? The fact
is that a surplus situation exists in the world
for many materials. The producers of those
materials in the foreign countries and im-
porters of those materials into this country
want a price-support and surplus-removal
program for those materials. We cannot
solve the price-support and surplus-removal
problems of our domestic agricultural econ-
omy by attempting to take on those same
responsibilities for a much wider field of
material production throughout the world.

Experience with our domestic agricultural
programs has, we believe, led to one ac-
cepted axiom. Price support at profitable
levels of production without effective con-
trols on produetion can only lead to financial
disaster. To the extent that barter provides
a profitable outlet for foreign produced ma-
terials, over and above that normally exist-
ing, foreign production and resultant sur-
pluses will be increased. Certainly this
country has no and could not have any
semblance of control over such production.

There are a few materials such as indus-
trial diamonds of which there is no domestic
production. Of the rest, the world produc-
tlon affects domestic producers by their
competitive price in the United States mar-
ket. The removal of and insulation from
the market of those surpluses may provide a
temporary price stabilization to domestic
producers of such materials. Such was the
result of rather extensive barter transactions
involving lead and zinc in the past. An
artificial outlet at profitable prices can only
stimulate forelgn production. When the De-
partment of Agriculture realized the folly
of serving as a dumping ground for foreign
surplus lead and zinc with little resultant
gains in the disposal of agricultural com-
modities we stopped the program for reap-
praisal. The domestic lead and zinc indus-
try felt the full impact of the price depress-
ing effect of this stimulated foreign pro-
duction. Such will be the inevitable result
on other domestic producers of barter ma-
terials under a barter program which pro-
vides an outlet for surplus foreign materials
and serves as a stimulant for further expan-
sion of such surplus production.

The importers of diamonds have been vig=-
orous proponents of expanded barter. Dia-
mond production is controlled by cartel.
‘World prices are maintained by the gquanti-
tles of diamonds released to the market by
those cartels. Diamonds have been held up
as the glowing example of a material entall-
ing less risk of loss through deterioration or
substantially less storage charges than sur=
plus agricultural commodities. There are
a few surplus diamonds in the hands of im=-
porters now. The Congress, by the enact=
ment of this proposed amendment, would
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direct the Secretary of Agriculture to not
- only provide a home for those dilamonds but
also to assure the diamond cartels of the
world an outlet at world prices for an ex-
pansion of production up to whatever por-
tion of the $500 million limitation they could
get the Department to accept.

Btatements have been made in previous
testimony before your committee by pro-
ponents of barter of the competitive advan-
tage, pricewise, enjoyed by barter commodi-
ties. This has been advanced as an argu-
ment that barter stimulates agricultural ex-
ports. Assuming that such a price advan-
tage exlsts, 1t can only serve to drive down
the world price of agricultural commeodities.
Agricultural commodities moving under
barter would be in competition, not only
with agricultural commodities from other
countries, but with agricultural commodi-
tles exported from this country through nor-
mal channels of trade. This can become a
viclous circle, To the extent that the do-
mestic market price is influenced by the
price at which exporters can sell in world
markets a lower price will result in order to
meet the competition of the same commod-
ity originating through barter.

The Department has, with the encourage-
ment of Congress, made great progress in
making agricultural surpluses in CCC in-
ventory avallable on a competitive-bid basis
in order to meet world prices. The exporter
who buys for dollars must and will bid
lower than he ordinarily would, in order to
meet whatever price advantage accrues from
acquisition of those same commodities
through barter.

Not only would the funds and assets of the
Corporation suffer under such a progressively
viclous circle but also the taxpayers who
must make good the losses of the Corpora-
tion,

The Department is not opposed to barter.
We believe it has a place in our multi-
approach to surplus removal through ex-
panding exports of agricultural commodi-
ties. We also believe, however, that the in-
terests of agriculture and the United States
as a whole will best be served if it is limited
to those instances where administrative
judgment believes it creates additional for-
eign purchasing power and channels that
purchasing power into buying United States
agricultural surpluses which would not
otherwise move into export through normal
channels of trade.

It is important to note that the proposed
legislation will result in no saving in storage
charges to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tlon. It will, in fact, result in increased
costs. This comes about because we will not
be gaining new agricultural export business
but merely replacing dollar sales by barter
sales, This means CCC inventories remain
about the same on the agricultural side of
the picture. We would, however, receive
materials which must be stored at the cost
of the taxpayers instead of dollars which at
present we can use to reduce the indebted-
ness and interest payments of the Federal
Government,

In summary it may be helpful to tabulate
& few of the things the proposed amendment
would and would not do. The amendment—

(1) Would direct the Secretary to barter
up to $500 million worth of agricultural
commodities per year even if such transac-
tions would not conserve the assets of CCC
and the Federal Government but would dis-
sipate them. =

(2) Would direct the Secretary to barter
even though the so-called barter transac-
tions would merely replace cash sales for
dollars and would have a tendency to drive
down the price which CCC would receive
for its remaining sales for cash.

(3) Would require the Federal Govern-
ment to pay storage on unspecified materials
to be imported if the im materials
have storage costs and deterioration risks
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lower than agricultural commodities owned
by CCC even though such materials could
not be used in the foreseeable future,

(4) Would Increase the interest costs of
CCC and the Federal Government,

(6) Would provide world price support
for materials without permitting domestic
mining interests to benefit directly.

(6) Would require CCC officials who are
not experts in this field to spend up to $500
million for forelgn materials each year.

On the other hand the amendment—

(1) Would not appreciably reduce CCC
inventories of agricultural commodities.

(2) Would not to any measurable extent
establish new agricultural export outlets or
increase existing ones.

(3) Would not reduce storage costs of CCC.

(4) Would not reduce deterioration losses
of CCC.

(5) Would not be of help to farmers or to
our commodity inventory problems.

The proposed amendment prohibits the
exercise of administrative judgment to an
unprecedented extent. In our opinion it
would, in retrospect, serve as a basis to dis-
credit the Congress that enacted it and those
who attempted to administer it.

Since this proposed legislation is ready
for consideration on the floor of the Sen-
ate, we have not cleared this report with the
Bureau of the Budget.

Sincerely yours,
E.T. BENSON,
Secretary.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. BRIDGES. I support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware,
which I had the privilege and honor of
cosponsoring, because I think we are
going wild on spending. We are in the
midst of very changeable conditions in
the United States. I think we should
be in a position to review a great ex-
penditure and a major policy decision
such as this every year.

As the Senator from Delaware has
carefully explained, the amendment will
not affect the additional money needed
for 1958 or for the full fiscal year 1959.
It merely terminates the program at
the end of fiscal 1959 to allow Congress
to review an extension for the fiscal year
1960.

The amendment is sound in every re-
spect. I do not see how any Senator
can quarrel with it.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. MORTON. As I understand, the
Senator’s amendment merely cuts back
the authorization 1 year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Delaware has ex-
pired.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I had
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yielded time, and now his time has
expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg pardon. Ihad
15 minutes on my own amendment. I
did not ask that time be yielded to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair was misinformed. The Senator
from Delaware has 13 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the Chair,
I yield to the Senator from EKentucky.

Mr. MORTON. As I understand, the
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
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ware relates to the time element, and
fixes the duration of the program at 1
year, instead of 2.

Mr. WILLTIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. MORTON. It does not in any way
affect the authorization for the re-
mainder of this fiscal year or for the
next fiscal year.

Mr, WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. MORTON. The amount remains
the same; the time is cut back.

Mr., WILLIAMS. It is merely a cut-
back of the time. If eliminates the ad-
ditional fiscal year, 1960. It does not
affect the additional money provided for
the remainder of this fiscal year, or the
$1.5 billion for the next fiscal year, as
requested by the Department. It merely
eliminates the fiscal year 1960, as the
Senator has said.

Mr. MORTON. I support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware. I
think we must bear this in mind. In the
interest of the farmers of America, we
hope someday to get back to a program
under which our agricultural exports
will be sold for cash. If we establish
2- or 3-year programs, I admit that it
may be easier to make commifments,
and it may be easier, in some ways, to
enlarge the program. But we shall be
putting into the minds of our agricul-
tural customers, over the years, the
thought that if they sit tight on their
dollars, we will come along with a Public
Law 480 program for them, sooner or
later.

If we do not watch out, we will never
have the opportunity to regain the agri-
cultural profits we have historically en-
joyed. That is another reason for my
support of the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The same argument
was made by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. He was fearful that an extension
of the program over a long period of time
might actually result in fewer sales than
would be possible if our friends abroad
thought this was to be extended indefi-
nitely.

In view of the fiscal situation which
confronts the Government, it would be
well for us to consider that, even accept-
ing my amendment, we will still be pro-
viding $2 billion for this program. If
might be well a year from now to re-
evaluate the financial situation of the
Government and the status of the agri-
cultural program to determine whether
we can afford to or should extend it to
1960. Certainly any $2 billion expendi-
ture should be reviewed by Congress.

I hope that the Senate will adopt the
amendment.

This program has helped the American
farmer, and it has a lot of support from
the many farm organizations. We in
Congress have a responsibility to make a
careful annual review of all transactions
involved to make sure that the program
does not become discredited. Secretary
Benson, recognizing the need for this
careful supervision, has endorsed the
principle of my pending amendment,
which would extend the program for
just 1 additional fiscal year.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
¥yield myself 2 minutes.

The committee was divided as to
whether to provide for 1 year or 2 years.
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I myself voted for 1 year. As I under-
stand the amendment, $2 million would
be provided for the rest of this fiscal
_year, and $1,500,000,000 for the next fiscal
year.

As I pointed out on the first day of
the debate, the Department of Agricul-
ture favored an extension for only 1 year,
The testimony of Mr. Paarlberg was at
variance with what is contained in the
letter presented to the committee by the
Department of Agriculture. After con-
siderable debate in the committee, the
committee decided to provide for an ex-
tension of 2 years. That is the sum and
substance of what occurred.

Mr. HREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
fore the vote, I think the Senate should
know that the National Farmers Union,
the American Farm Bureau Federation,
and the National Grange—three great
farm organizations of the United
States—and the National Milk Pro-
ducers Federation, and others, as well,
have supported a minimum extension of
2 years., Whether that is persuasive or
not, at least it should be a matter of
record.

Second, I think it should be known
that the arguments which are being
used by the distinguished Senator from
Delaware now were not the arguments
he used when the law was authorized.
The original authorization for Public
Law 480 was for 3 years—not 1 year, not
2 years, but 3 years. It was only last
year that Congress extended the law for
1 year, The year before last we ex-
tended it for 1 year. After that, we ran
out of funds and had to close down the
program. That disrupted the export
program and the orderly marketing.
That is according to the testimony of
Mr. Paarlberg.

Mr. Paarlberg, the Assistant Secre-
tary of Agriculture in charge of this pro-
gram, and the economic adviser to the
Secretary of Agriculture, a gentleman
whose nomination was recently con-
firmed by the Senate, stated:

The request for a larger authorization this
year ls caused by changing world conditions.
The dollar position of several countries has
worsened and greater demand has resulted
from poor harvests overseas. Shipments
under past programs, particularly wheat for
India, have been accelerated. In addition,
we would expect to program part of the new
authorization before June 30 if the exten-
slon is granted soon enough.

At the same time the Assistant Secre-
tary testified as to the importance of
providing adequate authorization as
follows:

In the title I program, orderly programs-
ing and shipping is extremely important.
These are dependent on continuous pro-
graming without time out between utiliza-
tion of separate authorizations, We have
run into periods when title I programing
has come to a standstill; for example, the
development of new agreements virtually
ceased in January 1957 when our authoriza-
tion was almost exhausted. The availability
of funds during the following months would
have avolded a backlog of program requests
from interested countries. This backlog re-
sulted in the necessity to scale down, delay,
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or exclude country programs, and in erratic
shipment performance. Shipments were
running about 800,000 tons a month last
spring; these dropped off to less than 400,000
tons and are now just starting to increase
again. It is possible that this same condi-
tion will exist again unless an extension is
granted early in this session of Congress.

This is a program which the Depart-
ment of Agriculture wants to have con-
tinued, a program which it has said it
will recommend to be continued. There
has been no indication of a desire to dis-
continue it. The Department’s econo-
mist has said, in effect, “If you really
want a smooth-running program, if you
want to get the most ouf of the program,
authorizations for longer periods of time
are needed.”

It is a maximum of $1,500,000,000 a
year; that is the total amount. It seems
to me that good, prudent business prac-
tice would indicate that we should have
at least a 2-year authorization.

I may add that if we can have a 2-year
authorization for foreign aid, we should
be able to have one for this program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Proxmige in the chair). The time yielded
to the Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AIKEN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Vermont is recognized for
1 minute.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, in the
committee my position on this matter
was the same as that of the chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, the distinguished senior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], namely,
$2 billion to take us through the rest of
tl;is year and through the fiscal year
1959,

Although the bill, as written, would
not be partieularly harmful, yet I believe
that if we can have a review made every
year of this situation—as provided for by
the amendment of the Senator from
Delaware—it might be a little more satis-
factory.

If we are to reduce our agricultural
surpluses at the rate of $1.5 billion worth
a year, we want to keep rather close
watch over them.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, I hope
the amendment will be agreed to.

I yield back the remainder of the time
under my control.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of the time
under my control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMiIge in the chair). The question is
on the agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Delaware. [Putting
the question.]

The “ayes” appear to have it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
call for a division.

The Senate proceeded to divide,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
this question, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The years and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr,
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‘WiLriams]l. On this question, the yeas
and nays have been ordered; and the

“clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHavez,] the Senator from Missouri
[Mr, Hennines]l, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], and
the Senators from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
sELL and Mr. TaLMADGE] are absent on
official business.

I further announce that if present
and voting, the Senator from New
Mezxico [Mr. CuAvEZ], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. HENwINGs], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Jackson], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEn-
NEDY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, and the Senators from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL and Mr. TaLMapce]l would
each vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Bennerr] is
absent because of death in his family.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
ButrLer] and the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FLANDERS] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
WiLEY] is absent on official business.

The Senators from New York [Mr.
Ives and Mr. Javirs] are detained on
official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HicKEN=-
LooPErR] is also detained on official
business.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Gorp-
waATER] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, MARTIN] are absent because
of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BeNnnerT], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. BuTtLeEr]l, and the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 42, as follows:

YEAS—38
Alken Dirksen Payne
Allott Dworshak Potter
Barrett Frear Purtell
Beall Hoblitzell Revercomb
Bricker Hruska Robertson
Bridges Jenner Saltonstall
Bush Knowland Schoeppel
Byrd Kuchel Bmith, Maine
Capehart Lausche Smith, N.J
Carlson Malone Thurmond
Case, N. J. Martin, Iowa  Watkins
Cotton Morton Willlams
Curtis O'Mahoney

NAYS—42
Anderson Hayden Monroney
Bible Hill Mundt
Carroll Holland Murray
Case, S. Dak. Humphrey Neuberger
Church Johnson, Tex. Pastore
Clark Johnston, 8. C. Proxmire
Cooper Eefauver Scott
Douglas Eerr Smathers
Eastland Langer Sparkman
Ellender Long Stennis
Ervin Magnuson sym.lngbon
Fulbright Mansfield
Gore McClellan anborough
Green McNamara Young

NOT VOTING—16

Bennett Hickenlooper Morse
Butler Ives Russell
Chavez Jackson Talmadge
Flanders Javits Wiley
Goldwater Eennedy
Hennings Martin, Pa,

So Mr, WiLLiams' amendment was re-
jected.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the yeas and nays on the pas-
sage of the bill be vacated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorn a letter dated March 14,
1958, written to me by Mr. John C.
Lynn, legislative director, American
Farm Bureau Federation, stating the at-
titude of that organization on the bill.

There being no objection, the letter
‘was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
March 14, 1958,
Hon. 8reEssArD L. HOLLAND,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnATOR HOLLAND: As you know the
American Farm Bureau Federation took ini-
tiative in developing Public Law 480, the
Agricultural Trade Development Act. We
have always considered this act as a tem-
porary measure designed to increase mar-
ketings of agricultural commodities abroad,
to assist in reducing the surpluses in the
hands of Commodity Credit Corporation and
in facilitating foreign-market development,
* Farm Bureau is opposed to the provisions
contained in S. 3420. While we support a
2-year extension of Public Law 480, we feel
that it is imperative that we emphasize the
fact that this is supposed to be a temporary
measure. In order to do this, we must show
our intent of a gradual tapering off of the
money authorized for this program. We,
therefore, support a 2-year extension of this
act with authorization as follows—for fiseal
1959, $1,250,000,000; for fiscal 1960, $750 mil-
Hon.

‘We submit that by increasing the authori-
gation for title I foreign-currency sales up
to over $3,500,000,000 in the next 21, years,
plus the proposed mandatory barter provi-
gion of $500 million is a step not in the best
interest of the United States. It will have
the effect of making Public Law 480°'a per-
manent part of our agricultural export pro-
gram and will have the effect of replacing
dollar sales with sales for soft currencies.
It is important that the Congress demon-
strate its firm intent of tapering off esales
for foreign currencies and thereby empha-
size the temporary nature of this program.

We should not continue to use Public Law
480 to dump surplus agricultural commodi-
ties accumulated because of the continua-
tion of unsound domestic price support and
adjustment programs. The freezing of the
present programs will insure a continued ac-
cumulation of commodities in the hands of
Commodity Credit Corporation.

A program of sales for foreign currency can
benefit American agriculture only a limited
length of time before markets begin to be
oriented to this way of doing business. Cus-
tomer nations start to consider foreign cur-
rency sales as a normal part of commercial
trade. We view with serious concern evi-
dence that some countries are adjusting
their dollar exchange so that very little of
it is used for the purchase of American farm
products. Competitor nations will not ac-
cept a permanent Public Law 480 without
taking serious trade retaliatory action
against United States agricultural exports.

Farm Bureau also supports a program of
bartering our agricultural surpluses for es-
sential materials. However, we feel that
barter transactions must be in addition to
normal dollar sales. Under the provisions
of S. 3420 barter transactions would dis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

place dollar sales to a substantial degree.
The barter program should be a supplement
to normal exports; it should not displace
dollar purchages. A barter program as vis-
ualized in 8. 3420 would cause irreparable
harm to United States foreign relations and
United States forelgn trade. The provision
in its present form will tend to nullify some
of the good In title I of Public Law 480.

We know of your interest in this program
and hope that you will assist us in keeping
Public Law 480 on a sound basis. We urge
your support in amending 8. 3420 so as to
reflect the above principles.

Sincerely yours,
Jorw C. LYNN,
Legislative Director.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass?

The bill (S. 3420), as amended, was
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 103 (b) of
the Agricultural Trade Development and As-
sistance Act of 1954, as amended (Public
Law 480, 83d Cong.), is amended to read as
follows:

“{b) Agreements shall not be entered into
under this title during any fiscal year which
will call for appropriations to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation, pursuant to
subsection (a) of this section, in amounts in
excess of $1,500 million, plus any amount by
which agreements entered into in prior fiscal
years (beginning with the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1858) have called or will call for
appropriations to reimburse the Commodity
Credit Corporation in amounts less than au-
thorized for such prior fiscal years.”

Sec. 2. (a) Section 104 of such act is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end of the first sentence of paragraph (h)
thereof the following: “and for the financing
of programs for the interchange of persons
under title IT of the United States Informa-
tion and Educational Exchange Act of 1948,
as amended (22 U, 8. C. 1446)."

(b) Such section is further amended by
adding after paragraph (j) the following new
paragraph:

“(k) For providing assistance, by grant or
otherwise, in the expansion or operation in
foreign countries of established schools, col-
leges, or universities founded or sponsored
by citizens of the United States, for the pur-
pose of enabling such educational institu-
tions to carry on programs of vocational, pro-
fessional, scientific, technological, or general
education; and in the supporting of work-
shops In American studies or American edu-
cational techniques, and supporting chairs
in American studies.”

Src. 3. Section 109 of such act is amended
by striking out “June 30, 1958" and inserting
in leu thereof “June 30, 1960.”

SEc. 4. Section 204 of such act 1s amended
by striking out “June 30, 1958” and inserting
in lieu thereof “June 30, 1960.”

Sec. 5. SBectlon 206 (a) of the Agricultural
Act of 1956 is amended by inserting before
the period at the end thereof a semicolon
and the following: “but no strategic or criti-
cal material shall be acquired by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation as a result of such
barter or exchange except for such national
stockpile, for such supplemental stockpile,
for forelgn economlic or military aid or assist-
ance programs, or for offshore construction
programs.”

SEec. 6. In carrying out the provisions of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1854, as amended, extra long
staple cotton shall be made avallable for
sale pursuant to the provisions of title I
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of the act in the same manner as upland
cotton or any other surplus agricultural
commodity is made available, and products
manufactured from upland or long-staple
cotton shall be made available for sale pur-
suant to the provisions of title I of the act
as long as cotton is in surplus supply, and
no discriminatory or other conditions shall
be imposed which will prevent or tend to
interfere with their sale or availability for
sale under the act.

INCREASED LENDING AUTHORITY
OF EXPORT-IMPORT BANK

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send to the desk a proposed order,
and ask for its immediate consideration,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the proposed order.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That following the reconsidera-
tion of the vote on the bill (S. 3149) to in-
crease the lending authority of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington, and for other
purposes, debate on the passage of the bill
shall be limited to 10 minutes, to be equally
divided and controlled by Mr. JENNER and
the majority leader.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, we have an agreement with the
Senator from Indiana that the Senate
would reconsider the action it took in
passing the Export-Import Bank bill the
other day. He is leaving the eity. I
agreed with him we would limit to 10
minutes the debate on reconsideration
of the vote by which the bill was passed.
Although he urged that we have a yea-
and-nay vote, he finally agreed that
there be a division. I think if Senators
will indulge me for about 10 minutes, so
we can proceed to that matter, perhaps
we can avoid another rolleall or two.
I want to accommodate the Senator. He
has waited several days so that the Sen-
ate could reconsider its aetion. There
are other Senators who wish to leave
town. The staff hopes to get away
early, because the electricity has been
cut off in several parts of town. If Sen-
ators will be as brief as possible, it will
be appreciated in many quarters.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the order pro-
posed by the Senator from Texas. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
and the order is entered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the action by which
the Senate passed S. 3149, increasing
the lending authority of the Export-Im-
port Bank, be reconsidered.

The PRESIDING CFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the vote is reconsidered.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Is the Sen-
ator from Indiana prepared to proceed
with his statement?

TWO MORE BILLION DOLLARS FOR THE
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, the Sen-~
ate has just passed a bill providing for
the spending of billions of dollars. The
other day I was profoundly shocked by
the change in procedure by which an
obligation of up to $2 billion was laid
on the American people by a Senate vote
for S. 3149, to increase, by $2 billion, the
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lending authority of the Export-Import
Bank.

This bill was called up March 3, with-
out any indication on the Legislative Cal-
endar or in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
thas we would be voting to add $2 billion
to our contingent liabilities.

The request for a quorum call was
perfunctorily made, and as perfunctorily
withdrawn.

I think spending $2 billion of the
American taxpayers’ money is too impor-
tant not to have some notice and not to
have a quorum call in the Senate.

The entire debate on the bill in the
Senate takes up only a few lines in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

I do not wish to make any blanket
criticisms of the Export-Import Bank.
On the whole, they have tried to make
productive economic loans, and to keep
their operating costs within a narrow
margin.

I am disturbed about two matters.
Why does the bank need two billion,
if their loans last year, an unusually
active year, were one thousand sixty-six
million? Half of this sum was an emer-
gencey loan to Britain to meet the special
problems raised by the Suez crisis. In
addition, the bank collects repayments
of about five hundred million a year. A
fund of two billion should provide lend-
ing margin enough for from 2 to 10 or
more years.

I do not believe our economy is in such
a shape that we ought to increase the
lending authority of the Export-Import
Bank without a rollcall or a discussion.

The president of the National Foreign

Trade Council recommended what he
.carefully described as a ‘“reasonable in-
crease” in the lending authority of the
bank, but what is the evidence that two
billion is a “reasonable” increase?

The second puzzle arises out of the
first. Is this surprisingly large request
designed to make sure funds are avail-
able to the Export-Import Bank, because
of some already-agreed-on change in
lending policies of which Congress might
not approve?

Is the Export-Import Bank going to
go in for softer loans, as the advocates
of easy money for foreign governments
have so persistently demanded?

I wonder especially if the Export-Im-
port Bank is to be synchronized with the
new program for international develop-
ment loans to neutral nations in the
undeveloped continents?

Congress has been properly skeptical
about this International Development
Fund, which was so strongly denounced
in the minority report of the House Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

I pointed out some of its dangers in
the debate on foreign aid.

Senators will remember how Congress
has tried, again and again, to prevent
point 4 funds from being used for ma-
chinery, services, and other costs, which
ghould be paid for by the receiving coun-

ry.

Congress was so successful in closing
this leak that the executive agencies had
to work out another way to get what
they wanted.

They now get American funds for
their local projects by a tie-in between

'CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

point 4 and so-called development proj-
ects under foreign aid.
Whenever Congress saves a little

-money at the spigot, the bureaucrats

find a way to spend many times as much
at the bunghole.

So I wonder if we have here another
bit of ingenuity by which ICA’s Inter-
national Development Fund will provide
the strategy, and the Export-Import
Bank is to supply working capital loans
at the right times and places.

One hint in this direction is the
amendment to the Agricultural Surplus
Disposal Act, by which the bank is re-
lending the counterpart funds which ac-
crue from the sale of agricultural sur-
pluses to foreign countries. We have
just extended that authority.

We have been told by propagandists
for the International Development Fund
that American agricultural surpluses
should be used to supply capital for the
financing of development projects in
Asia and Africa.

Is this how the deed is to be done,
under cover of a program to help Ameri-
can farmers?

In the reactionary days of the 19th
century, foreign investors were supposed
to put up enough capital to pay for the
food of their workers.

What a nice windfall it will be for
the private investors in this bold new
financial scheme, if the people of the
United States are taxed to pay the cost
of part of their expenses.

We do not have documentary proof of
such a change in policy, but we know
the unrelenting zeal with which the pro-
moters of the International Develop-
ment Fund pursue their aims.

We know the International Develop-
ment Fund, for so-called private loans,
is not, and will never be, anything but a
drain on the United States Treasury.

Our tax funds are given outright to
the ICA for soft loans, and never come
back to the Treasury. The Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Case] tried to cor-
rect that evil today, but was defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consenf that I may proceed
for 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Indiana? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, if the
foreign aid planners do intend to use the
Export-Import Bank, and other agencies,
to extend new and softer foreign loans,
we know they will never give Congress the
facts.

When we see a gap between the need
for, perhaps, a half billion dollars, and a
request for two billions, for the Export-
Import Bank, at a time when the Treas-
ury must husband every dollar, it is the
duty of Senators to try to get what facts
we can get from behind the curtain of
official secrecy.

That is why I am so greatly disturbed
by the speed with which this bill has
been moving along.

Hearings lasted only one session.

The only witness was a Government of=
ficial, Samuel C. Waugh, President of the
Export-Import Bank, who had formerly
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been Economie Assistant Secretary in
the State Department.

No public witnesses testified.

Public opinion was represented only
by insertion of two letters. :
With that, the hearings were closed.

We cannot tell from the record who

decided on two billions, or why.
I do not consider that there could ever
be a good reason for voting an increase of
two billions in the potential liabilities
resting on our people, without the use of
every legislative means to inform the
Senators, and to enable even one Senator
to state his protest against such spend-
ing of money we do not have.

The United States Government is, at
present, not able to operate with a debt
f,eﬂing of two hundred seventy-five bil-
ions.

This Congress has recently raised the
ceiling to two hundred eighty billions,
and administration experts talk of ask-
ing to have the ceiling removed alto-
gether.

Meanwhile, revenues are falling below
budget estimates. .

We have been told that the Defense
Department may need billions more for

a stepped-up program to meet Soviet

gains.

We have been asked to vote another
three and a half billions to the Com-
modity Credit Corporation—which we
have disposed of.

We are asking the American people to
pay billions more so the executive
branch can step up its missile and satel-
lite program, and, with a straight face,
asking them to pay three and a half
billions more to give our farm surpluses
to Poland, and other satellite states,
which serve as granaries and arsenals of
the Soviet war machine.

Is this the reason we had to increase
the debt ceiling by five billions, or is this
a new commitment?

Are we going to be told in a few
months that we have to increase the
debt ceiling again because Congress has
voted five and a half billions of new
credit to these agencies, and, of course,
the executive agencies always try to do
exactly what Congress wishes.

If this is a boobytrap, for committing
us to a new increase in the debt ceiling,
let us take time now to examine what
we are doing.

‘The responsibility for reconciling our
expenditures, our obligations and our
taxing power, rests on Congress.

It is not the responsibility of the
Budget Bureau, or the executive branch,
or the President, or the ecommittees of
Congress.

It is the responsibility of the Congress
as a whole.

Every Member, from every State, is
responsible,

The legislative power is clearly vested
in the Congress.

The chief legislative power, next to
making war, is the power to commit the
people’s earnings for precisely defined
purposes, and within sound political and
economic limits.

Irepeat—1I do not believe Congress can
ever be justified in voting a commitment
of $2 billion, for any purpose whatever,
without the fullest notice, on the calen-
car and in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
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and after a real—not a perfunctory—
quorum call.

Surely we should not condone the au-
thorizing of two billions of new liabilities
on the American people, with so little
participation by the Senate as a whole.

A similar situation arose in connection
with the Senate’s advice and consent to
treaties, binding us in foreign policy.

After the spectacle of a treaty passed
when only one or two Senators were
present, the Senate changed its proce-
dures to call for a yea-and-nay vote on
treaties.

I believe the strain on our finances is
so great today that no bill which author-
izes the spending of billions, or commits
the credit of the Federal Government,
should pass the Senate without a record
vote.

AMERICAN WORKINGMEN AND INVESTORS FI-
NANCING THEIR OWN COMPETITION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Indiana has
expired.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas [Mr., JoHNsON] is
recognized.

Mr. MALONE., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. MALONE].

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted 3 or 4 minutes to ask a few ques-
tions of the distinguished Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield to the Senator from Nevada
for 2 minutes, so that he may ask ques-
tions of the Senator from Indiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Indiana if the Export-Import
Bank is not a bank set up especially to
loan money to foreign nations to build
manufacturing and processing plants
and to employ the cheap labor of the
foreign countries, furnishing the mar-
kets of those countries and sending the

sweat shop labor products into this
country?

Mr, JENNER. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MALONE. There are three other
organizations; the International Mone-
tary Fund—organized by Harry Dexter
White—the International Bank for Re-

construction and Development, and the -

International Finance Corporation—all
loaning money to foreign nations and to
American corporations to build plants in
foreign cheap labor countries to com=
pete in American markets under the
1934 Trade Agreement Act—the so-
called Reciprocal Trade Act.

Mr. JENNER. The International
Monetary Fund?

Mr. MALONE. Yes. Those other
three organizations not only loan money
to foreign countries, but they loan
money to American corporations, so
that they may go abroad to build such
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manufacturing and production plants
and ship the materials produced by
cheap labor into the United States.

lgr. JENNER. The Senator is cor=
rect.

Mr. MALONE, Using cheap labor for
that purpose?

Mr. JENNER. That is correct.

Mr. MAL.ONE. Does the distinguished
Senator from Indiana believe that
process is of benefit to the United States
and a help in employing American work-
ingmen now going out on the streets in
droves and for the protection of Ameri-
cans in shops?

Mr. JENNER. No. I think it is a
detriment. I think the Senator put it
very well when he said that if we keep
on doing this Walter Reuther one of
these days will be riding down the
streets of America in a foreign-made
automobile waving at the workers of
America who are unemployed because
of such policies.

Mr. MALONE. I said that 4 or 5
yvears ago, and many thought it was a
joke, but they are on the street now.

Is this Mr. Waugh, the President of
the Export-Import Bank, the same per-
son who represented the United States
at Geneva, where the 36 foreign nations
are dividing our markets among them
under the General Agreements on Tar-
iffs and Trade—GATT—organized un-
der the 1934 Trade Agreement Act?

Mr. JENNER. That is correct. He
was with the Department of State be-
for he went to the Export-Import Bank,

Mr. MALONE., When those countries
agree to lower tariffs in their multi-
lateral trade agreements, is not that
obligation waived so long as they can
show they are short of dollar balances?

Mr. JENNER. That is correct.

Mr. MALONE. As a matter of fact,
then they are not bound to keep the
trade agreements with us. However, we
are bound and are the only free-trade
nation in the world; they protect them-
selves—their mnation from imports—
through tariffs, . import permits, ex-
change permits, and manipulation of the
price of their money in terms of the
dollar for trade advantage.

Mr. JENNER. I think the Senator
is correct.

Mr. MALONE. The taxpayers of
America——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the Senator an additional
minute.

Mr. MALONE. The taxpayers of
America, the workingmen and inves-
tors of this Nation are financing their
own cheap-labor competition—their very
downfall; is that not correct?

Mr. JENNER. There is no question
about that. XLet us finish this debate
some other day, if that is agreeable to
the Senator.

Mr. MALONE. All right.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield back the remainder of my
time, with the understanding that the
Senator from Indiana will yield back
the remainder of his time; and I ask for
g division on the passage of the bill.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on final passage of the
bill. On this question a division has
been requested.

On a division, the bill (S. 3149) was
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945, es amended, is
amended—

(1) by striking out “$4,000,000,000.” from
section 6 and inserting in lieu thereof “#6,-
000,000,000.”; and

(2) by striking out “$5,000,000,000.” from
section 7 and inserting in lieu thereof “§7,-
000,000,000.”

PROPOSED FEDERAL TRADE COM-
MISSION JURISDICTION TO PRE-
VENT MONOPOLISTIC ACTS IN
MEAT AND MEATPACKING COM-
MERCE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 706,
Senate bill 1356.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CrLErg. A bill (S.
1356) to amend the antitrust laws by
vesting in the Federal Trade Commission
jurisdiction to prevent monopolistic acts
or practices and other unlawful re-
straints in commerce by certain persons
engaged in commerce in meat and meat
produets, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON].

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary with an amend-
ment, to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

That (a) subsection (6) of section 5 (a)
of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as
amended (66 Stat. 632; 15 U. 8. C. 45 (a)
(6)), is amended to read as follows:

“(6) The Commission is empowered and
directed to prevent persons, partnerships, or
corporations, except banks, common carriers
subject to the acts to regulate commerce, and
air carriers and foreign air carrlers subject
to the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, from
using unfair methods of competition in com-
merce and unfair or deceptive acts or prac=
tices in commerce.”

(b) Section 2 (a) of the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1021, as amended (42 Stat.
159, as amended; 7 U. 8. C. 182), is amended
by striking out:

(1) paragraph (3) thereof; and

(2) paragraph (5) thereof.

(c) The title of such act (7 U. 8. C. 181,
et seq.) and the title of the act where it
appears in the preamble of the act of Au-
gust 14, 1935 (40 Stat. 648), are amended by
striking out the words “livestock products,
dairy products” and the words “poultry
products, and eggs."”

(d) Section 2 (b) of such act (42 Stat.
159; 7 U. 8. C. 183) is amended by striking
out the words “and meat-packing industries,
whereby livestock, meats, meat food prod-
ucts, livestock products, dairy products, poul-
try, poultry products, or eggs,” and Inserting
in lieu thereof the words “industry, and
whereby livestock.”

(e) Title II of such act (42 Stat. 160; 7
U. B. C. 191-195) is repealed.

(f) Sections 401 and 403 of such act (42
SBtat. 168; 7 U. 8. C. 221, 223) are amended
by striking out, in each such section where-
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ever they appear, the word “packer,” and the
words “packer or any live poultry dealer or
handler.”

(g) Bection 502 (a) of such act (49 Stat.
648; 7 U. B. C. 218a (a) ) is amended by strik-
ing out the words “packers as defined in title
II of said act and rallroads”, and inserting
in lieu thereof the words “a railroad.”

(h) Section 502 (b) of such act (49 Stat.
648; 7 U, 8. C 218a (b)) is amended by in-
serting, immediately after the words *“this
act”, the words “or the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act.”

(1) Section 503 of such act (40 Stat.849; 7
U. 8. C. 218b) is amended by striking out
the first sentence thereof,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the acting minority
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Dirksen], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'MaxonNeY], and myself, I send to
the desk a proposed unanimous-consent
agreement and ask for its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed agreement will be read.

The proposed unanimous-consent
agreement was read, as follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That during the consideration
of S. 18356 (Calendar No. 706) to amend the
antitrust laws by vesting in the Federal
Trade Commission jurisdiction to prevent
monopolistic acts or practices and other un-
lawful restraints in commerce by certain
persons engaged in commerce in meat and
meat products, and for other purposes, de-
bate shall be limited as follows:

Two hours upon any substitute and 30
minutes upon any other amendment, motion
or appeal, except a motion to lay on the
table, to be equally divided and controlled
by the mover of any such amendment or
motion and the majority leader: Provided,
That in the event the majority leader is in
favor of any such amendment or motion,
the time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or some Sena-
tor designated by him: Provided jfurther,
That no amendment that is not germane to
the provislons of the said bill shall be re-
ceived.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the sald bill debate shall
be limited to 214 hours, to be equally di-
vided and controlled, respectively, by the
majority and minority leaders: Provided,
That the said leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the
passage of the said bill, allot additional time
to any Senator during the consideration of
any amendment, motion, or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the proposed unanimous-
consent agreement?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11
O'CLOCK A. M. TOMORROW

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate concludes its delibera-
tions today, it stand in recess until 11
o'clock a. m. tomorrow,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ACTION OF TEXAS RAILROAD COM-
MISSION IN REDUCING ALLOW-
ABLE OIL FOR APRIL
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-

dent, an item has just come in over the
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news ticker which darkens an already
bleak picture. It reads as follows:

AvusTIN.—The Texas Rallroad Commission
today slashed the State’s oil allowable for
April 120,203 barrels daily, and set produc-
ing days on a new alltime low schedule of 8.

The total allowable was pegged at 2,444,-
571 barrels daily.

The Texas Railroad Commission meet-
ing today has cut the oil allowable in
April to 8 days—an alltime low
schedule.

Mr. President, the Texas Railroad
Commission acted as it did out of grim
necessity. Under all the circumstances
it had no choice.

This news further accentuates the ur-
geney of the situation. It is to be hoped
that we will soon get firm action on the
important issue of imports.

WHAT BARTER VOTE MEANS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
want the record clear as to what the
Senate has done today in voting, 44 to
39, against expanding the Department
of Agriculture’s barter operations.

We have given a green light to halting
barter.

We have gone on record against trad-
ing surplus agricultural commodities for
which we lack a cash market, and which
are costly to store, for materials of
which our country lacks enough, and
which are less expensive to store.

The majority of the Senate has re-
jected an opportunity to save upwards
of $100 million a year in storage costs.

The Senate rejected the experienced
advice of American business firms en-
gaged in grain exports, and has taken
instead the advice of the politicians of
the Department of Agriculture which, to
say the least, have a sorry record of
marketing operations.

The Senate has in effect said protec-
tion of foreign producers is more im-
portant than protection of our own farm
producers.

The majority of those present and
voting has turned down a chance to aid
our farm producers and mineral pro-
ducers at the same time, by restricting
barter that would have automatically
moved more of the mineral supply into
tightly locked stockpiles and thereby
bolstered prices for supplies remaining
on the free market.

In view of all the confusing distortions
used to bring about this result, I am not
surprised by the result.

The record is quite clear as to what
this action, unless it is reversed in the
other House, will do to future barter
operations by the Department of Agri-
culture.

All the legislative history and hearing
testimony show the Department, under
existing law, has imposed restrictions
virtually halting barter operations.

The entire purport and objective of
the proposed legislation was to tell the
Department the Senate wanted that ac-
tion reversed—that Congress wanted
barter resumed.

The Senate has now said just the op-
posite. It has put the stamp of approval
on restrictive regulations imposed by a
Department official who has openly said
he is against all barter, Approval of his
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policies can only be accepted by him as a
mandate to quit using one of the effec-
tive tools Congress has created for him
in the past for disposal and sale of farm
surpluses.

In view of the vote, it will be signifi-
cant to see in the future which Members
of this body complain about the surplus
they refused to help move—and which
Members of this body complain about
the cost of storage for farm commodities
they refused to help curtail.

It is also interesting to see who is
really interested in supporting private
American trade and who expressed a
preference for keeping marketing in the
hands of the Department of Agriculture,
over the objection of the private trade.

I regret that by our action we have
formally sanctioned executive repudia-
tion of legislative judgment.

That is what really happened. For
several years Congress has made it clear
it wanted the Department of Agricul-
ture to engage in barter. The Depart-
ment decided otherwise. When the Sen-
ate was called upon to reaffirm the intent
of past legislation, it concurred in the
Department’'s deflance of expressed leg-
islative intent.

Where this can lead no one can tell,
but we may have opened a Pandora’s
box we shall live to regret.

It is particularly regrettable that so
much misinformation was used in bring-
ing about this result, misinformation
apparently supplied, in large part, by the
Department of Agriculture.

To help keep the record straight, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp two tele-
grams I have just received from respon-
sible American businessmen objecting
strongly to erroneous information used
in the Senate debate yesterday as part
of the effort to reject barter.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

New Yorg, N. Y., March 20, 1958.
Senator HuseErT H. HUMPHREY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.:

Mr. AIxeN, we note from the CoONGRES-
sloNAL REecorp of yesterday, implied that
four-tenths percent discounts were being al-
lowed under barter to commodity buyers in
Western Europe. When barter was operating
freely discounts never approached four-
tenths percent and averaged closer to 1 to
114 percent. What is occurring today is
strictly academic since barter virtually does
not exist, and certainly none is going to
Western Europe. Furthermore, under pres-
ent restrictions, barter under any discount
is extremely dangerous and undesirable.
Even when discounts averaged 1 to 114 per-
cent they were discounts allowed to com-
modity people such as ourselves and did not
determine how we sold abroad. Sales prices
to our customers abroad were determined by
competition and not by discounts received.
Furthermore, in many instances, CCC prices
in this country were out of line with free-
market prices here, in which cases discounts
were necessary to bring CCC prices in line,
as of course barter grain had to be pur-
chased from CCC stocks, Barter, therefore,
always tended to give a higher return to CCC
for commodities and also tended to keep
prices higher in this country.

Jack McBripe,
Standard Milling Co.
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New Yorg, N. Y., March 20, 1958.
Hon. HuserT HUMPHREY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

According to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I
understand Senator AmgEn asked you the
question whether or not you would still be
in favor of barter if you realized that Amer-
ican commodities were being sold abroad at
discounts ranging from 4 to 10 percent. The
normal discounts to cover the exporter ac-
cepting responsibility to export the agricul-
tural commodities in exchange for the ma-
terial that is imported is 1 to 135 percent.
Any discount below this level is on account
of the restrictions that have been put on the
movement of grain for export through barter
transactlons by the Department of Agricul-
ture. Should the present amendment to
Public Law 480 be approved by the Congress
this discount would most likely be 1 percent
or less and as you know the grain exporter
is obligated to buy the grain from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation whereas many
times free-market graln is offered at a
cheaper price than the Commodity Credit
prices. Furthermore this discount enables
the American exporter to sell American grain
abroad In competition with Argentina, Aus-
tralia, and other competitive grain exporting
countries.

CrorronN Grain Co.,
CHARLES B. CROFTON.

BIENNIAL CONVENTION OF NA-
TIONAL FARMERS UNION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
National Farmers Union held its bien-
nial convention in Denver, Colo., March
16-20. Among the speakers heard by
the delegates and visitors from 25 States
was the former President of the United
States, the Honorable Harry S. Truman;
the Nobel Prize winner and first secre-
tary general of the Food and Agri-
cultural Organization of the United Na-
tions, Lord John Boyd Orr; and the
capable and energetic Washington col-
umnist, Doris Fleeson.

This was a great occasion, Mr. Presi-
dent, and I know that many of this
body wish that they might have been
present. One of our colleagues in par-
ticular, the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Colorado [Mr. Carrorr], had a
special right to be proud that the na-
tional convention was held on his home
ground.

Our colleague sent a telegram to
President James G. Patton of the Na-
tional Farmers TUnion in connection
with President Truman’'s appearance in
Denver. I ask unanimous consent that
the text of the Senator’s telegram be
printed at this point in my remarks, to-
gether with a message which I sent to
the Farmers Union.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

MarcE 18, 19568.
President James G. PATTON,
National Farmers Union,
Denver, Colo.;

I am honored to be permitted to join with
you and my friends of the Farmers Union in
expressing on this historic occasion our heart-
felt gratitude and deep sincere thanks to a
great American.

Much has been written about Harry Tru-
man the President, the man of the people.

Less has been written about Harry Tru-
man the scholar, the student of American
history and American tradition.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Yet historians will conclude that Harry
Truman the President is inseparable from
Harry Truman the scholar. The scholar
shaped the statesman.

It was Harry Truman’s profound under=-
standing of the Constitution and Blll of
Rights that Inspired his stanch advocacy
of freedom in all its forms.

It was his deep sensitivity to the nature
of the American democracy and human dig-
nity that stimulated his passion for equality
of opportunity regardless of race, religlon,
color, or station in life.

The long struggle between liberty and
tyranny was intimately studied and compre-
hended by Mr. Truman. This knowledge was
the root of his determination to unite free
nations against aggression.

Mr. Truman'’s understanding of the Con-
stitution’s general welfare provision and its
application to American progress and Ameri-
can family life guided his hand in the proper
exercise of governmental leadership in eco-
nomic and social progress.

Because Harry Truman was a scholar of the
past he was able to master the present and
prepare for the future.

Because as a scholar he was sensitive to
the American heritage, he was able to act
with confidence, with boldness, with vision.
And it is a tribute to his wisdom that on no
major issue affecting the security or eco-
nomic stability of this Nation did Harry
Truman make an unwise declslon.

Harry Truman'’s era in the Presidency has
become a symbol of triumph of the American
democratic way of life for now and forever.

JoHN A. CARROLL,
United States Senator,
MarcH 18, 1958,
JaMmEeESs PATTON,
President, National Farmers Union,
Denver, Colo.:

Greetings and good wishes to farmer-dele-
gates gathered for the annual convention of
the National Farmers Union. Your ener-
getic and effective work in behalf of farm
families is producing results in the Congress,
as our great victory last week proves in mak-
ing sure we hold the line until we can pro-
vide an improved farm program. Enow you
will hear an inspiring message from one of
greatest friends farmers ever had in the
White House, our former President Harry S.
Truman. Your presentation of an award to
President Truman for his distinguished
service to agriculture is a deserved tribute,
carrying with it the deep gratitude of thou-
sands of farm familles. They have found
out once more what it is like to try and
exist in the face of Republican neglect and
unconcern in highest counsels of our Gov-
ernment. That never happened under Harry
8. Truman, The only way you can keep it
from happening in the future is to make
sure you have friends of agriculture in the
White House,

HuserT H. HUMPHREY.

Mr. HUMPHREY. President Truman
delivered an effective, hard-hitting
speech on farm policy. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of that address,
delivered on Tuesday, March 18, be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

AppreEss Y Harry S, TRUMAN, FORMER PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES, TO THE BIEN-
NIAL CONVENTION OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS
Untow, TUESDAY, MARCH 18, 1958, SHIRLEY-
Savoy HoTeL 1IN DENVER, COLO,

I am going to talk to you about agriculture
and politics. And if you think those two
things don't go together, you're decidedly off
the beam.
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Informved farmers have a saying to the
effect that farm prices are made in Washing-
ton, That is just as right as can be. When
you have an administration in Washington
agalnst the farmer, then the farmer is going
to have a very bad time. On the other hand,
when you have a friendly and sympathetic
administration that works for the farmer's
welfare, it is possible to improve the farm
situation. We proved that conclusively dur-
ing the 20 years from 1933 to 1953.

The equation in this business of agricul-
ture and politics is just as simple as it can
be. There are two major political parties
in this country. One of them is the Repub-
lican Party, and it is bad for the farmers.
The other is the Democratic Party, and the
Democratic Party is the farmer’s friend and
his best hope for the future.

I stood on the platform at the Democratic
Convention in Philadelphia in 1948 and said
that any farmer who voted Republican ought
to have his head examined. That was true
in 1948, and it was true again in 1952 and
1966. It is still true and will be true again
in 1860.

I think the farmers have finally found this
out. I think they have learned their lesson.
They said, “I like Ike.”” They voted for Ike
and got Ezra. And after 5 years of Ezra Taft
Benson there are very few American farmers
who have not come to their political senses.
I don’t feel the least bit sorry for your pres-
ent predicament. You brought it on your-
selves, after I'd warned you.

But you ought not to blame Secretary Ben-
son too much. After all, he is merely carrying
out the policy of Eisenhower. Both of them
are merely carrying out the policy of the Re-
publican Party—the special interest people
who really pull the strings in the Republican
Party. If you want to know who they are,
Just take a look at a few figures. Farnorers’
prices have been going down, and consumer
prices have been going up. The spread has
been getting larger and larger, and the farm-
ers’ share of the consumer dollar has been
getting smaller and smaller. Now the big
guestion is who has been getting the differ-
ence. When you find the answer to that, you
will have solved the mystery, Let's look at a
few figures.

In 1952, the last year of the Democratic
administration, the farmer got 47 cents out
of every dollar spent by the consumer for
food bought in retail stores. In 1957, the
farmer got only 40 cents out of every retail
dollar, That's 7 cents more that the proc-
essor and middleman took out of the food
dollar, and T cents less for the farmer.

The consumer has not benefited by this.
He paid 2 percent more for food in 1957 than
he did in 1952. And the farmer has lost,
too, not only in relation to the middleman,
but absolutely. Farm prices went down 1514
percent from 1952 to 1957.

But if you turn to the profit figures of the
food processors and manufacturers, you can
see, right away, who has been winning with
the Republican farm program under Benson
and Eisenhower. The profits after taxes of
manufacturers of food products and related
products rose remarkably. In 1956, their
profits were 36 percent higher than they were
in 19562 (taking profits as a percentage of
sales), and some of the big companies were
way above even this 36-percent Increase.
The profits of the Big Three dairy companies
(Borden’s, National Dairy, and Beatrice
Foods) were up an average of 55 percent in
1956 over 1952. The Big Four meatpackers
(Cudahy, Wilson, Armour, and Swift) were
up 121 percent for the period, taking the
average, with only 1 of the 4 showing a de-
cline. The grocery chainstores were doing
even better. Safeway's profits were 246 per-
cent more in 1956 than they were in 1952.
And the cereal companies, like Quaker Oats,
were making tremendous gains as well, with
their profits rising 50, 70, and In 1 case
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even 200 percent. And all these figures are
for profits after taxes.

Well, that's where the money is going, if
you want to know. Lower prices for the
farmer, higher prices for the consumer, &
bigger share of the food dollar for the proc=
essor and the distributor—and whopping big
profits for the big packers, the big dairies,
and the big chainstores.

I think those figures tell the story. I
think they show who pulls the strings in the
Republican Party and in the Department of
Agriculture. Do you think they run the
Department of Agriculture for the benefit
of the farmers, or for the benefit of the
meatpackers and processors?

Never before can I remember when we had
ekyrocketing prices for the consumer and a
depression at the same time. It takes an
administrative genius at the top of the Gov-
ernment to accomplish that,

Does Ezra Taft Benson listen to the farm-
ers, or does he listen to the United States
Chamber of Commerce and the National
Association of Manufacturers?

I have often said that the Republicans try
to turn the clock backward. They have given
us conclusive proof of that all over again in
the way they have blocked a farm program
for the benefit of the farmer. The Demo-
crats had a good program. It was not per-
fect, and we were still trying to improve it.
But it was serving the farmer well and serv-
ing the country well.

Now I want to make this point. Our pro-
gram had been worked out over a period of
years on the basls of hard experience. Go
back a number of years with me, This, you
know, 1s not the first Republican farm de-
pression. We have had a number of them.
We had one in the 1890's, one in the 1920's
and early 1930's. The Congress passed some
bills then to help the farmers, and they were
vetoed by Republican Presidents. History
has a way of repeating itself. I shouldn't be
surprised to see another Republican Presi-
dent veto a farm bill this year. Ike sounds
more like an old-time Republican President
every day,

I saw a sign at a meeting in Minnesota not
long ago that said, “I like Ike, but I wonder
if he likes me.” And there’s that other one
that they are reporting from Detroit: “I like
Ike, but I'd rather have a job.”

Now to get to this farm program that we
worked out when we had Democratic Presi-
dents who would cooperate with the Congress
to help the farmer. We found out that by
helping the farmer with the orderly produc-
tion and marketing of his crops, the supply
could be kept in reasonable balance with
demand. We found that by supporting farm
prices at reasonable levels we could help him
to attain a fair share of the national income.
The story is a long and complex one. The
essence of it is written in what happened to
farm income in the years from 1933 to 1952,
In that perlod, the net income of the aver-
age farmer increased 10 times.

This was not a simple program—this farm
program of the New Deal and the Fair Deal.
It was big and complicated and had many
parts. It was difficult to administer., But we
found at least one man who could make it
work. He is right here with us now—Charlie
Brannan.

I always knew Charlie was a good Becretary
of Agriculture. He was efficient and honest,
and he knew his job and he did it. There
was a time when some people disagreed with
me in that opinion. But Ezra Taft Benson
has changed all that. The worst critics
Charlie Brannan ever had would be very
glad to have him back now.

In 1953, the Republicans came in and
started trying to tear down everything we
had done. And they have very nearly suc-
ceeded. How well they have succeeded only
the farmers can say. Secretary Benson
started right out to lower support prices,
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and he has been lowering them right along.
He is still at it. He lowers support prices,
and farm income goes down. He lowers sup-
port prices, and farm surpluses pile up. He
lowers support prices again, and consumer
food prices go higher and higher, He lowers
support prices again, and the processors’
profits skyrocket. He lowers support prices
again, and the cost to the Government goes
out of sight. You can hardly believe all these
things would be possible at the same time,
but this man is a real magician. He's in a
class by himself.

To top it all off, no matter what happens,
Mr. Benson blames it all on what the Demo-~
crats did before he took office. Of course, he
is wrong about this. He has been wrong all
along in his and the Republican Party's
farm program. The simple test is this.
How did the farmers get along before Ben-
son, and how are they getting along now
under the Republicans? How did the farm
program work under the Democrats, and
what are the results under the Republicans?
How could Benson take the program that
was working well under Charlie Brannan
and do to the farmers all the things he has
done to them? Idon't know how, but I don't
believe it was an accldent.

Let's take a look at some figures that show
how the farm' program worked before Ben-
son, under a Democratic administration,
and how it has worked under the Republi-
cans.

Let’s take net farm income first. In 1951,
it was 8§16 billion. In 1952, it was $15 billion.
In 1957, it was only a little over $12 billion,
a drop in the annual return of around $4 bil-
lion, and since 1951 the cumulative loss to
the farmer has amounted to almost $20
billion.

And while the farmers’ net income was
falling, year after year, the cost of the farm
program to the taxpayer was rising, year after
year. Do you remember, back in 1952, how
the Republicans were saying that our farm
programs cost too much? How the waste
and extravagance of the Democrats had to
be stopped? How the burdensome sur-
pluses had to be eliminated? If there was
one thing the Republicans promised the
country in 1952 it was a cheaper farm pro-
gram. But what was the result? If I didn't
have the figures before me here, I would
hardly belleve this.

The cost of the farm program under Eisen=-
hower and Benson has doubled, tripled, and
quadrupled. Charlie Brannan ran the De-
partment of Agriculture at an average cost of
about a billion dollars a year. Today under
Ezra Taft Benson, it will cost the taxpayer
$5,300,000,000 a year—an increase of around
$4 billion. And Government farm lus
stocks are now at a level of about $7 billion.

So here is the net result of the Eisenhower-
Benson regime: Loss to the farmer, $4 billion
& year; loss to the taxpayer, $4 billion a year;
total loes to the Natlon, $8 billion a year.
Multiply that by 8 years, and you'll have a
rough idea of what is meant by Republican
economy.

Benson has cost us so much we ought to
call him “Expensive Ezra.” And he is golng
to cost the Republicans something more too.
He is going to cost them the elections in
1958 and 1860.

But, as I have sald before, it is wrong to
blame this monstrosity of a program on Ben-
son alone. This is the Republican farm
program. If you could get rid of Benson,
you probably wouldn't change a thing.
This is a Republican program, and the pro=-
gram of the big business interests who con-
trol the Republican Party. It is their pro-
gram, because they believe the only answer to
the problems of American agriculture is to
put it through the wringer—to reduce the
number of farmers and then let big busi-
ness dominate those who are left on the
land. This is what is happening, behind the
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smokescreen of propaganda that emanates
from Washington.

Now let me point out something else.
The Republican farm program is perhaps the
most conspicuous failure of this Republi-
can administration, but it is not the only
one. Our big-business government has been
Just as wrong in other domestic policies. Its
high interest rates and tight-money policy
have run our entire economy into an en-
tirely unjustifiable recession. This Repub-
lican administration has been just as wrong
in its foreign policies and defense policies.
This Republican administration, through
blundering, mismanagement, and refusal to
face the facts, has led our country into a
position of great international peril.

The great aim of this country should be
Peace, and to keep the country at peace, one
of the requisites is that we should have
strong defenses—stronger than those of our
great antagonist in world affairs—Soviet
Russla. If Russia attains greater military
power than we have, if Russla can impose its
will on ours by the threat of using superior
force, our freedom will be at an end.

Most citizens, I suppose, believed that this
Republican administration was taking good
care of the defenses of the country. I be-
lieved that they were neglecting them, from
the day in 1953, when they cut 5 billion off
the planned expansion of the Air Force, but I
could not get many people to share my con-
cern. Then last fall the Russians launched
an earth satellite, using rockets of tremen-
dous power, months before we were able to
place even a tiny satellite in orbit around
the earth. This fact showed, more clearly
than anything else, that our defense effort
was not keeping first place in the world.
During the period of the Eisenhower-
Republican complacency we had been cut-
ting our defenses, and the Russians had been
doggedly and secretly forging ahead.

But this fallure is only part of the total
record of failure that this administration
has written in international affairs. Our
country used to be honored and respected
overseas—but today our allies are slipping
away from us and bitter criticism is sup-
planting the spirit of unity that formerly
held the free nations together in the face
of common danger. Our peril now is that
in time of crisis, such as we had forced upon
us by the enemy at Pearl Harbor and in
Eorea, we may fall to obtain the united sup-
port of all the free nations. If we have to
g0 it alone against the deadly foe of freedom,
the sacrifices and burdens we have undergone
hitherto, during this century of strife and
conflict to protect our Nation, will seem
trifling and insignificant by comparison.

Weakness begets danger. A slackening of
defense programs and the deterioration of
our international alliances make us weaker
in the eyes of the Russians. And so the
threats to peace are multiplied by the negli-
gent administration of our foreign affairs.
The danger from Communist Russia is a con-
stant peril to us, no matter what we do, but
our own Government ought not to aggravate
it by weakening the position of our Nation
in the world. And yet this is the net result
of the wrong policlies which the Republican
administration in Washington has pursued.

If you want to improve the welfare of
the farmer; if you want to restore prosperity;
if you want to strengthen our defenses; if you
want to repair the injury that has been done
to the international security of the country;
there is one clear-cut thing you can do. You
can vote for a Democratic Congress in 1958,
and for a Democratic President in 1960.

THE FARM PROBLEM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
United Press performed a public service
recently by presenting a series of three
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articles to newspapers throughout the
country giving the pros and cons of farm
issues confronting the country.

1 wish to commend this wire service for
seeing that opportunity was provided for
differing viewpoints to be presented, to
counteract the one-sided story so often
being given the public these days.

The series included an opening article
by a United Press reporter, who covers
the Department of Agriculture, an article
which I prepared at the request of the
United Press, and an article written by
‘Secretary of Agriculture Benson.

I ask unanimous consent that the three
articles in gquestion be printed at this
point in the Recorn—the opening article
from the News-Gazette, of Champaign-
Urbana, Ill., published March 4; my
article from the St. Paul Dispatch of
March 5; and Secretary Benson's article
from the Boston Traveler, published the
same day. All three of these newspapers
published the entire series, as did hun-
dreds of other newspapers.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Champaign-Urbana (Ill.) News-
Gazette of March 4, 1958]

Farm OurPUT Up As INcOME DROPS;
TeLLS DILEMMA, PROPOSALS

(Eprror’s NoTe—This is the first of three
dispatches on the farm problem, which af-
fects every American who raises food or fiber,
buys them, or pays taxes. Tuesday’s dis-
patch, by the United Press reporter who
covers the Agriculture Department, tells
what the problem is. Subsequent dispatches,
written by Secretary of Agriculture Ezra T.
Benson and Senator Huserr H. HUMPHREY,
Democrat, Minnesota, will tell how the ad-
ministration and its critics propose to solve
the problem.)

(By Gaylord P. Godwin)

WasHiNGTON.—The Government is spend-
ing about $5 billion a year to help farmers.

In spite of this massive transfusion from
the Treasury, agriculture remains a chron-
ically sick industry. The average per capita
income of the 20 million Americans who live
on farms 1s less than half that of nonfarm
families,

The farm problem boils down to the fact
that agriculture production continues to out-
run consumption—even though the total
population is rapidly increasing while the
farm population steadily decreases.

The reason is simple: A technological revo-
lution has been going on in farming. The
tractor has taken the place of the mule.
Many farm operations once laboriously per-
formed by hand—like picking cotton—can
now be done with fast-moving machines.
Farmers have better seeds, better fertilizers,
better chemicals to combat plant insects and
diseases, They have greatly improved meth-
ods of raising livestock.

All this had led to a sharp increase in farm
productivity.

‘The technological revolution has frustrated
the Government's efforts to curb farm pro-
duction by cutting back the number of
acres under cultivation.

‘Where do we go from here?

The Eisenhower administration favors a
more flexible system of Government price
supports for basic crops—cotton, corn, wheat,
rice, peanuts, tobacco, and dairy products,
Farm law now requires that the Government
support the prices of these crops—mainly by
taking surplus supplies off the market at a
level of at least 756 percent of falr price parity.

The administration has asked for authority
to lower the support level of 60 percent of
parity in some cases. Farmers might get lesa
per bushel, but they could sell more bushels.,
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Farm-State Congressmen are pushing sev-
eral alternative solutions. Some want high
price supports and strict planting restric-
tions. Some favor a two-price plan under
which commodities sold on the domestic
market would pay direct subsidies to farm-
ers to make up the difference between the
market price and a fair price.

One prediction can be made about what-
ever new ‘“farm program’ emerges from this
controversy: It will be costly to the taxpay-
ers.

Since the end of World War II, the Gov-
ernment has sustained a net loss of $4,667,~
500,000 on farm price support operations.
At present, it has an additional $7,200,362,~
000 tied up in surplus farm commodities
which the Government has bought or is
holding under loan in warehouses.

These totals do not include the $1.783 bil-
Hon which has been pald to farmers during
the past 3 years under the Soil Bank plan
of taking land out of cultivation. Nor do
they include the billions that have been
spent to aid farmers in soil conservation
practices, agricultural research, marketing
studies, and export subsidy operations.

Who are the beneficiaries of this Govern-
ment ald?

Secretary of Agriculture Ezra T. Benson
says the lion’s share goes to big commercial
farms, and that small “family” farms get
little if any benefit from price support pro-
grams,

While some may dispute this, it is a fact
that the technological revolution has
brought a sharp trend toward large commer-
clal farms, many of which specialize in a
single price-supported crop.

Of the 4,738,000 farms in this country, 56
percent qualify as “small” operations—they
have market sales of less than $2,500 a year.
The remaining 44 percent are classed as
“commercial” farms.

More than 80 percent of the farm prod-
ucts put on the market last year came from
the commerical farms.

Some agricultural experts belleve that, no
matter what temporary relief the Govern-
ment may provide, small farmers eventually
face the choice of jolning the trend toward
big mechanized farms or getting off the
land.

Many of them have already left the land.
The farm population in 1950 was 25 million,
In 1957, it was 20 million, a drop of 20 per-
cent in 7 years. Farm workers in 1947 num-
bered 10,400,000. Ten years later their num-
ber was 7,600,000, a drop of 26 percent.
Most of the farmers who left the land and
went to town were small or part-time farm-
ers.

This drop in farm population makes per
capita farm income look good, after a fash-
jon. The Agriculture Department recently
announced that the 1957 per capita income
of farmers was a record $993, up 10 percent
from 1956. This was possible because of a
sharp drop in farm population—leaving
fewer farmers to participate in the total
kitty.

Even at the record 1957 lead, however,
per capita income of farmers doesn't com-
pare well with the $2,060 per capita income
of the nonfarm population.

The overall “parity ratio” which meas-
ures farmers' purchasing power in terms of
prices received and prices pald is 82 percent
at present. It was 107 percent in 1951,

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Dispatch of
March 6, 1958]
ProTECT FARM PRICES—HUMPHREY
(Last of three articles)
(By Huserr H. HUMPHREY, United States
Benator from Minnesota)
WasHINGTON.—~Clearly our Nation needs a
new and different farm policy and needs it
now.
What should be its broad outlines?
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First, & comprehensive farm program cov=
ering all major commodities with the recog-
nition of the interdependence of agricultural
production. It is a well established principle
of agricultural economics that low feed prices
produce low hog and beef prices. Further-
more, the price of perishable commodities
is directly related to those known as storable,
like grain.

Becond, agricultural policy must be based
upon these accepted and known relation-
ships. It is imperative that the Nation have
adequate food and fiber reserves—the level
of these reserves must be related directly
to the growth in population and the tremen-
dous commitment of our Nation in the field
of foreign policy and national security. This
has not been done.

National security requires effective and
constructive use of food and fiber. Our for-
elgn economic policy must include within it
long-range commitments of food and fiber
supplies to our allies and the uncommitted
and underdeveloped nations. Food can be
force for peace and freedom., There must
be additional emphasis upon conservation,
both siiort and long term. The conservation
reserve program needs to be doubled. Broad
and effective conservation measures must be
integrated with overall natural resource de-
velopment and management programs.

A sound farm policy should be based upon
a rising net income for agriculture—parity
income. The Secretary of Agriculture should
be authorized to utilize several means of at=
taining parity income and protecting decent
and fair farm price levels, What is needed
is flexibility of method in a farm program,
plus determination on the part of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to utilize every legiti-
mate means at his command to insure or-
derly marketing and a stable price structure.

Add to this farm credit facilities adequate
for the cost of maintaining farm operation
and you have the broad outline of a con-
structive farm policy that can work both for
the benefit of the farmer and the Nation.

The Eisenhower-Benson farm policy has
falled. This failure is due not only to weak-
nesses in the law but also faulty and ineffec-
tive administration. The efforts of Congress
to strengthen the agricultural policy were
overridden by a Presidential veto. The at-
tempts of friends of agriculture to improve
the administration of agricultural policy
have been resisted and rebuked by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture. The results speak for
themselves.

Here is the sorry record.

Reallzed net income of farm operators
dropped from $14,300 million in 1952 to $11,~
500 million in 1957. During the 5 years
Secretary Benson has been in office, the ac-
cumulated loss in net farm income has been
over $14 billion. The annual rate of expend:
itures from the Federal Treasury as shown
by the budget request sent to Congress this
spring totals over &5 billlon as compared
with slightly over $1 billion in 1952.

Benson's policies have moved farm fami-
lies off the farm at a rate of 100,000 per year.
There are 500,000 fewer farm famillies on the
farms today than when he took office. The
family farm income from all sources, non-
farm as well as farm, measured in 1857 dol-
lars, has dropped by over $500 per year—from
£3,000 in 1952 to $2,500 in 1957. Farm mort-
gage indebtedness is up approximately $4 bil-
lion. Farm surpluses are still huge. Farm
prices are still low. And farm income is at
recession levels.

There is the record.

The administration farm policy was out-
lined in a speech early in February 1953 in
St. Paul. Secretary Benson asked for a re-
duction of price supports to a point just
above undue disaster. Doing this, he said,
would lead to lower consumer food prices,
reduce Federal expenditures for agriculture,
and ultimately improve farm income. He
claimed further that it would strengthen the
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family farm unit and get the Government
out of agriculture.

The Secretary has at least kept his word
on one of these promises—at every oppor-
tunity he has recommended lower price sup-
ports. He and the President are now asking
Congress for authority to drop the price-
support levels to only 60 percent of parity.
Secretary Benson has insisted that reducing
price supports would reduce production, de-
spite statistical evidence to the contrary.
‘With lowering of price supports, production
has gone up. Surpluses have mounted de-
spite tremendous disposal programs through
forelgn ald, relief, and overseas sales.

Yes, the administration farm program has
not only failed the farmers, but it has failed
the public, and socked the taxpayers.

[From the Boston (Mass.) Traveler of March
, 1958]
BensoN WEeicHS Praws To Sonve FarMm
PROBLEM

(By Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary of
Agriculture)

WasHINGTON.—We are moving steadily to-
ward sound solutions to the farm problem.
This is evident in the gains that have been
made.

Income per person on farms last year—in-
cluding income from all sources—was the
largest in history.

The level of living of families on farms
today 1s higher than ever before.

Farm exports for the past 2 calendar years
have been at an alltime peak.

SURPLUS AVAILABLE TO HUNGRY PEOPLE

The surplus production of Ameriean farms
is being made available to hungry people at
home and abroad.

The downtrend in prices which began
early in 1951 has been stopped. Prices re-
celved by farmers in January were 4 percent
above a year earlier and 10 percent above
2 years earlier.

The buildup of surpluses which began in
fiscal year 1952 has been reversed. Govern-
ment investment In surplus farm products
owned and under loan has dropped about
one-sixth in the past year and a half.

We all realize, however, that despite these
gains agriculture is still facing difficult
problems.

Farmers are hurt by the cost-price squeeze,
by smaller and smaller acreage allotments
and by the uneconomic diversion of acres
from some surplus crops into other crops.
They are hurt by unrealistic price supports
which curtail markets and open the doors
to competitive products.

Families on the 54 percent of our farms
with cash incomes of less than $2,500 get
little benefit, If any, from the various price-
support programs.

To deal with these difficulties we need to
continue to push forward. We need to move
along the lines of market expansion, in-
creased freedom for farmers to meake their
own decislons, and realistic ald to people in
underdeveloped rural areas.

ATMS PRESENTED TO CONGRESS BY IKE

These are the aims of the farm food
and fiber program presented to the Congress
by President Eisenhower in January.

Here is what the program will do:

It will develop bigger markets, thus putting
our abundance to better use. The Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
has been s major factor in our widening
repori markets.

We have asked that it be expanded for a
year with an additional appropriation of
§1.5 billion.

Research on new uses of farm products and
more effective marketing is vital to agricul-
tural progress. Since 1953 appropriations for
agricultural research have increased 95 per-
cent, and we are asking for a further increase.

The program will allow farmers more free-
dom to use their productive resources,
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We are seeking authority to increase acre-
age allotments that now are so small as to
cripple farm efficiency. We urge a revision
and wider range of price supports to expand
markets.

The program will push forward the neces-
sary long-range conservation effort. We pro-
pose to strengthen the conservation-reserve
program of the Soil Bank in the interests
of overall production adjustment.

The program will help provide opportunity
for economic betterment in underdeveloped
rural areas. We have urged that the rural-
development program, now operating in
about 100 countles in 30 States, be given
increased emphasis.

The hope is for bigger markets, more free-
dom for farmers to produce, sound conserva-
tion and production adjustment, and special
help to those on small low-income farms.

These are vital steps that will lead to a
sound solution of the farm problem and the
development of a truly prosperous, expand-
ing and free agriculture.

NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, our
country has many weeks set aside to em-
phasize a great variety of causes and
products. I am sure that there are not
enough weeks in 10 years to accommo-
date all of them, no matter how worthy
they may be. However, Mr. President,
we are now in the midst of a week that
certainly deserves special consideration
and attention from all of us. Last Sun-
day was the beginning of National Li-
brary Week. There are few causes or
services of more benefit to our country
or civilization. Mr. President, our li-
braries stand as great banks of knowl-
edge—as custodians of the findings that
man has painstakingly accumulated
through the ages. Without them we
would soon become blind to our past,
and in so doing, place a severe limita-
tion on our future,

Libraries are believed to be almost as
old as civilization itself; and while they
were little more than collections of
drawings in the beginning, by the time
of Assyrian and Egyptian culture the
libraries included literature. To the
Romans we owe a debt of gratitude for
the establishment of the first public li-
braries and the practice of making books
available to those who could not ordi-
narily afford to purchase the costly vol-
umes. Today, public as well as private
libraries play a role of critical impor-
tance in our society. Their function of
opening vast avenues of learning is being
emphasized during National Library
Week, and rightly so.

Mr. President, it is my conviction that
our libraries and the services they offer
should be greatly expanded and ex-
tended. Never before has this country
had a greater need for the wisdom for
which our libraries serve as repositories.
It is incumbent upon us to see that all
of our people have ready access to the
books that have stood the test of time as
well as to those authored by our con-
temporaries. Far too often many of us
confine our reading to what is happen-
ing today and to speculation as to what
will occur tomorrow. This is not to de-
tract from the irreplaceable value of our
newspapers and magazines, but rather
to emphasize the fact that we also need
books if we are to keep our thinking in
balance.

4883

Mr, President, I would like to express
my thanks and best wishes to the thou-
sands of librarians in every part of this
Nation. I want to make it clear that I
speak of the rural and village librarian
as well as the grammar school, high
school, college and university, clty, pub-
lic, and private librarian. They are all
teachers, regardless if their libraries
boast 500 or 5 million volumes. They go
about their assigned task in a quiet and
efficient manner, and through their ef-
forts the arts and sciences and the great
works of man are unveiled to countless
thousands who would otherwise be
passed by. Mr. President, I heartily en-
dorse National Library Week, and the
objectives that it emphasizes.

ACCELERATION OF CONSTRUCTION
OF PLANNED LOCAL PUBLIC
WORKS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
these are momentous times, and the
Senate is a very busy place. Yesterday
was a particularly busy day for me and—
according to newspaper accounts of do-
mestic events—was a busy day for others
as well. The President met with a con-
ference of State governors to discuss
ways and means of alleviating the dis-
tress of the current recession. The
House of Representatives approved a
Senate bill, an antirecession measure, to
increase the construction of new homes.
The Senate, among many other activi-
ties, was the site of hearings to consider
my bill to accelerate the construction of
local publiec works already planned with
Federal advance planning funds. °

In the midst of all these momentous
events, Pogo, a comic strip o'possum
created by Mr. Walt Kelly and published
in the Washington Evening Star, was ex-
pressing his frustration with the attitude
and pronouncements of his companion
character, one Albert the Alligator.

I mention this comic strip situation
because of certain events which have
occurred in recent days. On Monday,
March 17, I introduced a bill to aid the
construction of planned local publie
works, and announced that hearings
would be held on the bill on Wednesday,
March 19. The executive branch of the
Federal Government, meaning President
Eisenhower’s appointees, were immedi-
ately notified that the bill was intro-
duced and that hearings had been sched-
uled for the 19th of March.

Yesterday, March 19, these hearings
began at 2 p. m., with the administra-
tion’s witness in attendance,
proximately the same moment—2 p. m.—
the bluestreak edition of the Washing-
ton Daily news was on the stands with
a headline reading “Ike moves to speed
up jobmaking projects”—and the accom-
panying story relates a Presidential ac-
tion to release $75 million of Congres-
sionally authorized funds to accelerate
projects identical to those contemplated
by my bill, S. 3497.

One of the first statements made by
the administration witness in comment-
ing upon my bill—shortly after 2 p. m.—
was that the bill was unnecessary
cause the President had directed him to
ignore existing policy restrictions and to
proceed at full steam to approve projects

At ap- -
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already contemplated by Congressional
authorization. To sum up the situation,
1 introduced a bill to accelerate economic
recovery and the President immediately
reacted by making available funds which
he has had available since 1955—3 years
before the current emergency became a
political liability for the Eisenhower ad-
ministration.

Now I will get back to Pogo, the comic-
strip character. For those Members of
the Senate who may not be familiar with
this very literate commentary on na-
tional affairs, I will relate certain mat-
ters in the background of last night's
strip and quote certain portions from it.
Pogo, the opossum, very much like the
Senator from Texas in recent weeks, has
attempted to suggest to Albert, the alli-
gator, that certain courses of action are
necessary and desirable. Every sugges-
tion that Pogo has made has been ac-
cepted immediately by Albert as some-
thing already conceived and desirable
beyond question.

Last night’s sequence contains the fol-
lowing exchange:

Pogo: “Doggone, Albert, I'm givin’ out ideas
an’ you claims they's yours. Don't you think
of nothin’ alone ever?”

Albert: “I thinks of nothin’ alone con-
stantly, friend.”

Mr. President, this exchange between
Pogo and Albert seems to me to charac-
terize perfectly the attitude of President
‘Eisenhower toward the present reces-
sion and toward the Democratic leader
of the Senate. Time and time again
the President reiterates the view that
there is no urgency—that things will get
better in March—and at the same time
he points with pride to his deep and fer-
vent concern to combat a recession that
does not really exist.

Perhaps Albert paraphrases the true
situation with Ike, when Albert says
that “I thinks of nothin’ alone con-
stantly.” Ike has never denied, in fact
he apparently takes pride, that his team
does most of the thinking for his ad-
ministration. I have only one request to
make of Ike—the team—and the whole
Eisenhower administration: Please make
up your minds. If you think the current
recession requires action, say so un-
equivocally. If you think that no action
is required, say so unequivocally. If you
are uncertain, say so unequivocally.

Mr. President, the confusion, indeeci-
sion, ard equivocation, so evident in re-
cent actions of the executive branch, are
in one sense comic—but in another sense
are both tragic and dangerous. On
March 8, the President wrote Senator
EnowranD and Representative MARTIN
urging higher interest rates on Rural
Electrification Administration loans—
this was cited as part of a program to
combat the recession. Yesterday, just
11 days later, the President directed
Agriculture Secretary Benson to acceler-
ate the approval of these same loans at
current interest rates—this also was
cited as an antirecession measure.

The same situation exists for the col-
lege-loan program and the urban-re-
newal program. One day the way to
proceed is to raise interest rates; 11 days
later this great recommendation is
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abandoned. Or isit? Can the Congress
or the public determine what the pro-
gram is? Furthermore, the White House
press release, which newspaper accounts
report as loosening “the Treasury's
purse strings to speed work on $2,255,-
000,000 worth of projects,” is a gigantic
fraud, and deception.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point a
copy of the President’s press release of
yesterday.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:

TrE WHITE HOUSE.

The President today sent the following
letters to Albert M. Cole, Administrator,
Housing and Home Finance Agency, and
Ezra T. Benson, the Secretary of Agriculture,
designed to accelerate federally aided con-
struction totaling over $214 billion in pri-
vate, State, local, and Federal funds. The
amounts under the varlous programs are:

Housing and Home Finance Agency

In millions

Public facility loans. ccccammecaccaca 875

College housing loans_._ .. .__.-_--__ 300
Urban renewal (redevelopment and

supporting facilities) - e-ceemeeene 1, 000

Public housing program. . --c—----—-a 140

Department of Agriculture
In millions
Rural electrification loans. o ccoceccaao $740

The detalls of the letters follow:

“DEAR Mr. CoLE: In accordance with the
policy announced in my statement of March
8, 1958, of accelerating where feasible con-
struction programs under existing appropri-
ations and authorizations, you are directed
to take the following steps with respect to
programs under the jurisdiction of the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency:

“PUBLIC FACILITY LOAN PROGRAM

“You are instructed to take all feasible
administrative steps to secure the com-
mencement of construction of projects sup-
ported under the public facility loan pro-
gram including the use of Federal financing
during construction where such financing
will avoid a delay in initiating the project.
Preference should be given to loans for proj-
ects ready for immediate construction. In
addition, you should liberalize the program
by extending eligibility for loans to commu-
nitles of larger population and by broaden-
ing the categories of public works eligible
for loans. To assure adequate funds to fi-
nance this accelerated program, I am direct-
ing the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
to release present reserved balances of the
$100 million authorization for this program
for use as necded for the processing of ap-
plications.

“COLLEGE HOUSING

“You should launch a vigorous program
to expedite construction on some $300 mil-
lion in college housing loans on which plan-
ning is complete or substantially under way,
and which have not yet been placed under
construction. To this end, you should un-
dertake, in cooperation with the governing
officials of applicant institutions, to assure
that there is no avoidable delay in the com-
mencement of construction on college hous-
ing program projects. In this case again,
Federal advances for construction should be
used to the extent necessary to accomplish
this purpose.

“URBAN RENEWAL

“Public and private construction planned
in connection with urban renewal projects
in executlon or about to be placed in execu-
tion involves investments of hundreds of
millions of dollars. In many cases the land
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involved has been acquired, cleared, and im-
proved, and in some has been sold or leased
for redevelopment. This large volume of es-
sential construction should be accelerated.
To this end, top priority should be given in
the operations of your agency to urban re-
newal activities:

“1, Facllitating and accelerating the un-
dertaking of construction on urban renewal
project sites where the land has already been
disposed of for redevelopment in accordance
with an approved urban renewal plan.

“2. Accelerating the disposition of project
land which can be made avallable for early
construction when sold.

“3. Prompt initlation of Installation of
public facilities and site improvements.

“In connection with the foregoing, you
should where necessary authorize local com-
munities to undertake public facilities and
site improvements with thelr own funds for
later incorporation in the financing of the
project. Where local public or private con-
struction is to be undertaken with Federal
financial assistance, you should take all nec-
essary steps to assure that such assistance
is available when required and that the nec-
essary construction is undertaken at the
earliest feasible and appropriate time.

“PUBLIC HOUSING

“¥ou should secure a review of the status
of all projects under annual contributions
contract on which construction has not
started and, in cooperation with local offi-
cials, take all reasonable and feasible steps to
see that any obstacles remaining are elimi-
nated and that construction of such projects
is promptly begun. This should result in
starting construction on new projects at a
substantially faster rate than was previously
planned.

“Sincerely,
“DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER,
““Hon. ALBERT M. COLE,
“Administrator, Housing and Home
Finance Agency, Washington, D, G.”

“DEAR MR. SECRETARY: In accordance with
the policy announced in my statement of
March 8, 1958, of accelerating, where feasible,
construction programs under existing ap-
propriations and authorizations, you are
directed to take the following steps with
respect to the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration loan programs:

“1. Encourage REA borrowers to accelerate
necessary construction of electrification and
telephone facilities under already approved
loans. I am informed that there Is a total
of some $740 milllon of balances available
but not yet used under previously approved
loans. Since these funds would be used for
needed facilities, it may be possible for co-
operatives and other borrowers to move
forward the time at which orders are placed
with manufacturers of materials and equip-
ment under these programs.

*2. Encourage additional facilities loans to
finance farm and rural home installations for
electrical services, and the purchase of elec-
trical appliances and other equipment.
Funds are presently available under the REA
program which can be used to finance such
installations and purchases by consumers.
Additional purchases of facilities, where
needed for improved farm and family living,
would be of special benefit to the economy
at this time.

“Sincerely,
“DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER,
“The Honorable Ezra Tarr BENSON,
“The Seeretary of Agriculture,
“Washington, D. C.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
at this point the headline of the Wash-
ington Daily News of yesterday to illus-
trate what I mean.
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REc-
orp, as follows:

Ixe Moves To SreEp UP JOBMAEING PROJ-
ecTs—IKE Acrs To Seeep Up §21; BILLION
oF PROJECTS
President Elsenhower loosened the Trea-

sury's purse strings today in an effort to

speed job-producing work on $2,255 million
worth of public housing and rural electri-
fication projects.

He directed Housing Administrator Albert
M. Cole and Agriculture Secretary Ezra T.
Benson to do their utmost to accelerate work
on projects financed at least in part by Fed-
eral loans and grants.

The total construction he is trying to
speed up includes $75 million for sewer and
water projects and similar public facilities;
$300 million for college housing; $1 billion
for slum clearance and urban renewal; $140
million for public housing; $740 million on
rural electrification,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
the plain truth of the matter is that
the President did not activate a single
dollar of new money, he did not add one
dime to the funds which have been avail-
able for many months, and he actively
opposed a bill which would actually do
what the President claims ought to be
done. It is becoming almost an im-
possible task to keep pace with Presi-
dential efforts to prevent necessary Con-
gressional action.

I urge my colleagues in the Congress,
and the people in particular, to look be-
hind these press releases, and not be
lulled by this facade. I know that those
of us in the Senate who are truly con-
cerned about the current recession will
continue to take neressary legislative
action in spite of White House opposi-
tion and propaganda as to the effects
of what they are actually doing.

AN EXAMPLE OF THE GROWTH OF
AMERICA UNDER THE FREE-
ENTERPRISE SYSTEM
Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in

these days when we hear so much of

gloom and doom, it is very encouraging

to hear a businessman sound an opti-
mistic note along with an expression of
faith in the growth of America under
the free-enterprise system.

Mr. W. O. Heinze, president of the
International Latex Corp., with head-
quarters in Dover, Del., has just issued
a statement calling attention to the fact
that their sales this year are reaching
an alltime high.

The International Latex Corp. has
around 1,900 employees at the Dover,
Del., plant and employs close to 6,000
throughout their organization.

A few months ago they recognized that
there was talk of a declining buyers’
market, and they took prompt steps to
meet the situation. They launched a
more aggressive advertising and sales
campaign. Then supported by an en-
thusiastic group of employees cooperat-
ing with management in putting out a
good product, the result has been that
their orders have picked up tremen-
dously. Their plants are operating at
full capacity, and many of the employees
are working overtime to help fill the cor-
poration’s orders.

This shows what can be done in Amer-
ica when an employer has the vision and
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courage supported by faith in his

product.

This is an excellent example which
should be followed by many other em-
ployers. Certainly the best way to ac-
celerate consumer buying is for the man-
agement itself to express confidence in
its own products and in the free-enter-
prise system under which we operate
instead of waiting for Washington to
solve its problems,

I commend both the management of
the International Latex Corp. and their
employees, and I am proud that they
are a part of our State of Delaware.

I ask unanimous consent to have in-
corporated in the Recorp the statement
issued by Mr. W. O. Heinze, president,
in connection with this subject.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY Mr. W. O, HEINZE, PRESIDENT
OF THE INTERNATIONAL LATEX Corp., DovER,
DEL.

I am amazed at the amount of complain-
ing which a lot of businessmen are doing
about the current recession. The so-called
recesslon in business is in reality a recession
in Initiative and enterprise—the things that
make America great.

The same native characteristics of initla-
tive and enterprise exist today—only they
are not being used. At Playtex we have put
these truisms into action.

First, we started by giving the Amerlcan
woman an extraordlnary value. Next, we
had the courage to back our faith with bold
and aggressive merchandising. 'Third, we
have stepped up our advertising to $15 mil-
lion a year.

The results are that at Playtex there is no
recession. Instead of laylng off our people
we are adding to our force. February was
the biggest month in our history. Stores
across the Nation report big increases in
Playtex sales—up to 10 times the volume of
earlier months.

We are not only helping ourselves but
we are helping our competition and helping
retailers by bringing additional trafic into
their stores. Traffic which buys everything
else in their store regardless of make or
price.

I am convinced that confidence must start
with the businessman himself. He must
not wait for Washington. He must give the
public better value and have the courage
to back it with extra merchandising effort,
and business will soon stop singing those
recession blues.

STEER PRICES AT HIGHEST LEVEL
SINCE 1952

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an article published in to-
day’s Wall Street Journal entitled “Top
Grade Steer Prices Hit Highest Level
Since 1952 on Heavy Demand.”

I am asking that the article be incor-
porated in the Recorp to show that the
whole United States has not gone broke,
as some people would like to picture it.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Tor GraDE STEER PrICES HiT HIGHEST LEVEL
SiNCE 1952 ow Heavy DEMAND—RISE TO
$39 A HUNDREDWEIGHT REFLECTS LiGHT RE-
cerPTs—HoOGS Arso SHow GAIN
CHicaco: The price of top grade slaughter

steers shot up to $39 a hundred pounds here,

the highest since April 19562, as broad de-
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mand and short supplies pushed most steers
up 50 cents to $1.

The $39 price went for a load of 1,250-
pound high prime-fed steers. This was up
$1.50 from the recent high as buyers com-
peted for the small supply of beef animals
that carried a prime rating. A few other
loads of prime animals went at §38.50. The
record high for this type animal is $42.50
pald early in 1951.

The recent advance in cattle prices reflects
the small number being shipped to market.
During the first 3 days of this week, for
instance, the Chicago yards received only
about 35,000 cattle, or 10,000 less than & year
earlier. At the 12 main markets the run the
first 3 days was 32,500 under the 200,000
received in the like period last year.

HOGS KEEP PACE

The hog market just about kept pace with
the market for cattle. Butcher hogs reached
a $22.35 top, up 35 cents from Tuesday and
the highest since last August 12. It was only
#1 under the 1957 high of $23.35 set August 1.

For the second day in a row hog prices
edged up 25 to 50 cents a hundred pounds.
While only 60 head of No. 1 grade butcher
hogs welghing 220 pounds reached the $23.35
high, the bulk of the 6,600 head received here
graded No. 2 and No. 3 and brought $21.25
to $22, and even some heavyweights of up to
33 pounds didn't go any lower than $20.50.

The recent upsurge in prices hog farmers
and cattle feeders and ranchers have enjoyed
stems almost wholly from reduced market-
ings of live animals. This has meant a cut
in meat production and higher prices for
fresh meats at wholesale and retail,

United States meat production in the
week ended last Saturday was estimated at
352 milllon pounds, 11 percent under a year
earller, the Agriculture Department reported.
In the same week, some 320,000 head of cattle
were slaughtered, 10 percent fewer than in
the like week last year, while the 1,170,000
hogs butchered were 8 percent less than a
year earlier., Even the sheep and lamb
slaughter of 225,000 head was about 12,000
under a year earlier,

BEEF, PORK OUTPUT LOWER

Beef production during the week was 176
million pounds, compared with almost 200
million a year earlier, and the pork output
of 152 million pounds fell below the 164 mil-
lion produced a year ago.

The figures represent the slaughter of live
animals and output of fresh meats in plants
under Federal inspection. This accounts for
75 percent to 80 percent of the total kill and
production in the United States,

Here's what the cutback in slaughter and
higher live animal markets have done to
fresh meats: Yesterday, the popular-weight
8- to 12-pound pork loins brought $48.50
to #52 a hundred pounds in the Chicago
wholesale meat market. A year earlier they
were priced at $39 to $42. Choice grades of
carcass beef, the kind handled in most chain
stores and in the 500- to 600-pound range,
cost $46.50 to $49; a year earlier they were
$36 to $38.50.

DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT
BECAUSE OF AGE

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
several other Senators and I are spon-
soring legislation, which I have intro-
duced, to prohibit discrimination be-
cause of age on all Government con-
tracts and in the supplying of Govern-
ment agencies.

I now learn with a great deal of satis-
faction that the State legislature of the
most populous State in the Union, the
State of New York, has enacted the Mc-
Gahan bill, which makes illegal dis-
crimination in employment because of
age,
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The New York Times, in its edition of
today, Thursday, March 20, has ap-
proved the McGahan bill in a very
thoughtful editorial entitled “Age Bias
In Employment.”

I should like to read one paragraph
from the editorial:

In other words, age discrimination in em=-
ployment—at least up to 656—is not only un-
fair, but a prodigious waste of valuable
human resources. And even compulsory re-
tirement at 65 is being increasingly ques-
tloned. As a general principle, character
and ability should be the sole qualification
for getting, and keeping, any job.

Mr. President, I thoroughly endorse
that statement of the New York Times.
I hope the enactment by the New York
State Legislature of that bill, which
seeks to end discrimination in jobs be-
cause of age, in the most populous State
of the Union, will serve as a stimulus and
an impetus for Congress to take action
on the bill which I have introduced,
with the cosponsorship of a good many
Members of the Senate, including the
distinguished junior Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxMiRE], who is presently
presiding over the Senate.

In conclusion, I should like to note
that the organization in our country
which deserves most of the credit for
keeping this issue alive before the Amer-
ican people and before their Represent-
atives in Congress and in State legisla-
tures is the Fraternal Order of Eagles,
which has its national headquarters in
Milwaukee, the largest community in the
State so ably represented by the Pre-
siding Officer.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial published in the New York Times
be printed in the REcorbp as a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

AGE BIiAs 1N EMPLOYMENT

The passage by the State legislature of the
McGahan bill raises a basic question of in-
creasing urgency: Shall discrimination in
employment based solely on age be pro-
hibited by law? The McGahan measure
makes this practice illegal as to those from
45 to 65—in help wanted advertising, hiring,
pay, working conditions, promotion and dis-
charge.

During the past decade or so the status of
older people in American life has, of course,
radically changed. This has been partly a
matter of mere increased numbers—both in
total and in relation to the entire popula-
tion. Also, recent studies have shown that
older workers are far more capable than had
been commonly supposed. By and large,
and within obvious limits, older workers are
more productive than younger ones, are less
often absent, have fewer accidents and
greater skills, are likely to remain longer on
the job and may not Increase pension and
insurance costs.

In other words, age discrimination in em-
ployment—at least up to 656—is not only
unfair, but a prodigious waste of valuable
human resources. And even compulsory re=
tirement at 65 is being increasingly ques-
tioned. As a general principle, character
and ability should be the sole qualifications
for getting, and keeping, any Job.

A great deal is already being done by Gov=
ernment on a purely voluntary basis to give
older workers a better break—for example,
the State's regional employment commit-
tees, its special consulting and placement
seryices, partly financed by Federal grants,
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and Governor Harriman's efforts to get em-
ployers to sign antidiserimination pledges.
All this is to the good, but the time has now
come to invoke the added authority of law,
as have Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and
Rhode Island,

Any such statute, however, should operate
more through example, education and per-
suasion than through detection, prosecution
and punishment. The McGahan measure
provides for this by putting administration
into the hands of the State Commission
Against Discrimination. The commission
has already used these more enlightened
methods with notable success in enforcing
the existing antiracial bias law. Governor
Harriman should approve the bill.

AN EXPANDED RURAL HOUSING
PROGRAM

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Benson,
announced today two important pro-
grams which will be very helpful in ear-
rying out the President's broad pro-
gram of economic recovery. Moreover,
they will meet the permanent needs of
our farm population and will have last-
ing value.

I doubt that much note will be taken
of these two measures. Yet they could
have great influence upon our farm
economy and upon other measures taken
to combat the recession.

The first program deals with the con-
struction of farm housing, and the mod-
ernization of existing farm housing.
Section 606 of the Housing Act of 1956
authorized $510 million for farm-housing
loans of various types. The Secretary
of Agriculture was authorized to issue
notes to the Treasury to the extent of
$450 million during the period begin-
ning July 1, 1956, and ending June 30,
1961. In turn, the sums borrowed from
the Treasury were to be loaned through
the Farmers Home Administration to
farmers for the construction and mod-
ernization of housing, at 4 percent in-
terest and repayable up to a maximum
of 33 years. Of this authorization of
$450 million, $380 million is still avail-
able for farm housing.

The original regulations issued by the
Department of Agriculture provided that
loans under the Housing Act should be
made to farmers who were engaged “in
substantial agricultural production.”
The new regulation of the Department
of Agriculture, promulgated today, would
make loans available to “owners of farms
capable of an annual production of
$400.”

This change in regulatons will imme-
diately make eligible for loans a large
number of farm owners. It will provide
assistance to owners of small farms, to
part-time farmers and I would think,
particularly, to small farms immediately
adjacent to rural communities now in-
eligible for housing loans either under
the Farmers’ Home Administration or
the Federal Housing Administration.

It is my understanding that a number
of these applications are on file now in
local Farmers’ Home Administration
offices throughout the country, which
could not be acted upon because of the
old regulations. Now, with the new
regulation, which makes eligible farmers
with an annual production of $400, many
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of these loans can be made immediately
and of course additional thousands
processed.

This program should very quickly
reach into every State and county in the
United States., It can provide work for
thousands of our labor force, stimulate
the sale and production of housing ma-
terials, as well as home appliances for
kitchens, baths, and generally all of the
materials and appliances which go into
the construction, modernization, and re-
pair of housing. These loans can be
made also for the construction, repair, or
modernization of barns and other farm
service buildings.

For some days now I have been talk-
ing to the officials of the Farmers' Home
Administration, urging the expansion of
this act. In my first conversations 2
weeks ago, I was told that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Farmers’
Home Administration were conferring
with the White House on the expansion
of this farm program, I am very glad
that a decision has been made to
broaden the scope of the program, so as
to make its advantages available imme-
diately to thousands of owners of small
farms throughout the country.

A few days ago the Senate passed a
bill to authorize about $1,850 million;
but today, by a change in regulation, the
Department of Agriculture has made
available $380 million for the construec-
tion, modernization, and repair of farm
houses and farm facilities throughout
the Nation,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. How long have
those funds been available to the De=-
partment of Agriculture?

Mr. COOPER. The funds were made
available in July 1956.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Was it not 1957?

Mr. COOPER. The basic act is the
Sparkman Act of 1949.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. I am familiar with
that.

Mr. COOPER. I know the Senator is
quite familiar with it. It bears his
name.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I am glad the Sen-
ator is bringing up this matter. I am
delighted that the administration is
moving ahead with this program, because
it has been a good program. But there
have been repeated recommendations by
the President to do away with the pro-
gram. Last year, when it was pending
before the Committee on Banking and
Currency, testimony was again presented
in favor of its discontinuance. If the
Senator from Kentucky will refer to the
President’s state of the Union message
last year and to his budget message, he
will see that the program was recom-
mended to be discontinued,

For 3 years the administration simply
refused to do anything with the program
and declined to ask for any appropria=-
tions.

Last year the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency recommended to
the Senate that the program be extended
for 5 years. We were told by repre-
sentatives from the Department of Agri-
culture that if the program were placed
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on a 5-year basis, the Department would
be able to handle it better. We made
available at that time $450 million.

So I am delighted, along with the
Senator from Kentucky to know that
the Department of Agriculture, at long
last, is admitting that there is a real
program of good which can be accom-
plished and is making available the
funds they have had.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from
Alabama knows more about this pro-
gram, I should say, than any other Mem-
ber of the Senate.

The basic act is the Sparkman Act of
1949, It is true that in 1956, $450 million
were made available for farm housing
construction, modernization and repair
over a period of 5 years. The Secretary
of Agriculture has borrowed, from the
Treasury, I understand, about $70 mil-
lion, which has been loaned. The re-
mainder of the fund, $380 million, is now
available because of today’s decision.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct.
I commend the Senator from Kentucky
for calling our attention to the program
and for what he has had to say about it.

We talk about housing to replace
slums. Often we forget that some of the
worst slum conditions in the Nation are
to be found in the rural areas on the
farms. Some of the most deplorable
housing conditions are to be found there.

This measure was designed originally
to help provide relief to those persons.
It is the only part of the housing pro-
gram which applies to farm dwellings.

Mr. COOPER. As the Senator has
said, housing programs are available for
cities—public housing, urban renewal—
for ordinary Federal housing programs,
and for veterans’ housing.

The provision for farm housing which
the Senator from Alabama worked hard
to secure, was placed in the act to help
farmers who simply could not qualify
for the regular housing programs.

About 2 weeks ago I inquired into the
matter to find out if the Department
would liberalize its regulations so that
a larger amount of money could be made
available to owners of small farms, many
of them adjacent to communities.

The Department of Agriculture has
today announced the liberalization of its
regulations so as to benefit farmers who
produce at least $400 of agricultural
products a year. The Department will
have available $380 million, which is a
large sum, for farm housing and repair.

A few minutes ago the Senator from
Alabama commented that these funds
had not been made available in their
totality to farmers. I do not know all
the circumstances. I listened a few
minutes ago to the speech of the junior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr, FULBRIGHT],
who was critical of the administration
and the President, because, as he said,
the administration only now is using
funds which, he said, have been avail-
able. That is true. But there is a rea-
son. I call attention to the fact that 1
year ago there was a tremendous battle
in the Congress—the battle of the budg-
et. Many people throughout the Nation
urged the Congress to cut the President’s
budget, and there was a tremendous out-
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cry in Congress against the President’s
budget.

Senators on this side of the aisle urged
that the budget be cut. But the lead-
ership in cutting the budget and cutting
down the expenditures that they now
urge, came from the majority side of
the aisle.

The budget was cut; and with the help
of the Democratic Party, the expendi-
tures which they are now urging were not
possible, because of the great fisht they
made a year ago to reduce expenditures.

The second announcement of the De-
partment of Agriculture encourages
farmers to build or buy needed storage
facilities, such as corneribs and grain
bins, The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion is authorized to make loans for this
purpose up to 80 percent of the cost of
the storage facilities, at 4 percent in-
terest repayable in 5 years. An addition-
al value of this program is that it would
make available to farmers price supports
on their farm-stored grain. This would
eliminate the necessity of conveying
grain to commercial storage facilities.
As there is at present a shortage of stor-
age facilities, this program would also
have great national value.

With $380 million available for farm
housing loans and ample funds for farm-
crop storage facilities, these two pro-
grams, if vigorously pushed, can be of
great help in our present economie sit-
uation. And as I said at the outset of my
remarks, the expansion of both programs
will provide needed improvements to
farms throughout the entire United
States.

I congratulate the Secretary of Agri-
culture upon these forward steps.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the body of the Recorp the press
release of Secretary of Agriculture Ben-
son on this subject, dated March 20,
1958.

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
ReEecorp, as follows:

BECRETARY BENSON ANNOUNCES PLAN To Ex-
PAND FARM CONSTRUCTION LOANS

Becretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Ben-
son today announced expansion of loan pro-
grams for construction work on farm struc-
tures as an additional antirecession
measure.

Becretary Benson directed the Farmers’
Home Administration to broaden its farm
housing construction loan program, and the
Commodity Credit Corporation to work ag-
gressively with farmers and others on con-
structing needed grain storage. He told
these agencies to broaden their programs to
the fullest possible extent under existing
authorizations so more farm people can ob-
tain farm construction loans,

Secretary Benson said adequate loan funds
are avallable for the expanded loan pro-
grams and that such construction will stim-
ulate economic activity locally as well as
nationally.

“Utilization of materials and labor in
farm construction work will bolster the
economy across the board,” he said.

“President Eisenhower,” he continued,
*“has stressed the Government's responsi-
bility when an economic downturn occurs
to help bring about an increase in employ-
ment and business activity. Use of these
credit measures will do just that.”

“Construction loans will enable farmers
to repair, alter, modernize or erect new

buildings, needed grain-storage facilities, or
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service buildings like machine sheds and
barns, Industry, local workers, the many
construction trades, local businesses and the
farmer himself will all benefit.”

Eermit H. Hansen, Administrator of
USDA's Farmers' Home Administration, has
issued new instructions to field offices au-
thorizing the new program.

“In addition to major construction on
farms of eligible borrowers,” Mr. Hansen
sald, “there are many other needs for farm
bullding and farm-home modernization.
They include providing water for farmstead
and household use and in adding bathrooms,
utility rooms, better kitchens, and many
other improvements to the homes as well as
to farm service buildings.

“These loans are available to farmowners
either for themselves or their tenants.”

Farm construction loans are made on
favorable terms for periods up to 33 years at
4-percent interest. FHA serves farmers who
are unable to obtain adequate credit through
commerclal or cooperative lenders. Loan
applications are filed at the local county
FHA office.

Meanwhile to help solve the tight grain
storage situation which USDA officials be-
lieve will arlse this year the Commodity
Credit Corporation is urging farmers to build
needed bins and cribs and to expand present
storage facilities and replace wornout or
unsatisfactory structures.

Under COC's continuing farm storage and
equipment loan program producers can bor-
row up to 80 percent of the cost of the
new bins and cribs. The loans made at 4-
percent interest can be pald off over 4 period
of 5 years.

“This is a prime opportunity for farmers
to further their interest,” Secretary Benson
sald. “The additional needed storage space
farmers can obtain with ccC help now—will
pay for itself.”

Mr. COOPER. I applaud also the long
efforts and the interest of the Senator

from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] in these
two fields.

UNEMPLOYMENT FIGURES

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
administration has announced that it
wants to wait until approximately the
middle of April to decide whether or not
it will advocate tax cuts. It bases its
decision to postpone action on the
ground that it does not yet know what
the unemployment figures will show for
March.

It is true that the complete statistics
on unemployment for March 15 will not
appear until approximately April 10.
But it is also true that the Department
of Labor publishes weekly statistics on
insured unemployment in the country,
covering the unemployed under Federal
and State railway and veterans’ unem-
ployment laws, and that from these fig-
ures one can make a very precise esti-
mate of what the total number of unem-
g;og;ed in the country will be on a given

It may be remembered that on the
basis of these figures, I predicted, early
in February, that the unemployment fig-
ure for January 15 would be shown to
be 4,500,000 and that that was almost
precisely the figures which appeared
some days later.

It may also be remembered that some
weeks ago, I predicted, on the basis of
the same statistics, that the unemploy-
ment figure for February 15 would be
approximately 5,200,000, and that that
turned out to be precisely the case,
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There was no magic in those predic-
tions of mine, because we had discov=
ered that the number of insured unem-
ployed formed from month to month
approximately 63 percent of the total
number of unemployed. The insured
unemployed do not cover a number of
categories of unemployment which need
to be considered and are taken into con-
sideration by the Bureau of the Census
when it makes its sample covering in the
middle of the month.

For example, the figures on insured
unemployed obviously do not cover those
who are unemployed in uncovered occu-
pations and uncovered plants. The
smaller plants are very commonly not
covered by the various State unemploy-
ment insurance laws, and certain cate-
gories of employment are omitted
completely.

Second, the figures on insured unem-
ployed do not cover those in the first
week of unemployment, who later claim
benefits. Generally they are not eligi-
ble for benefits until a week has pasced.

Third, the statistics on insured un-
employed do not cover those who have
exhausted their claims for benefits, but
who have not yet found employment.
As a result, the statistics on insured un-
employed have fallen short, by about
37 percent of the total, from covering
that total, and therefore have applied
to roughly 63 percent of the final, total
figure.

‘We now have on hand the figures for
the insured unemployed for February
15, February 22, and March 1; and I
am now in a position to estimate what
will be the total number for March 8.

Very briefly, the insured unemploy-
ment for February 15 amounted to 3,-
338,000; for February 22, 3,487,000—or
an increase of 149,000; and for March
1, 3,503,000—or an increase of 16,000.

On the basis of State figures which I
have collected, I now predict that the
figure for the insured unemployed for
the week of March 8 will be found to
be approximately the same as the figure
for the week of March 1, or within a
close range of 3,500,000. That is an in-
crease of approximately 163,000 over the
figure on insured unemployed from the
15th of February.

Taking these insured unemployment
figures as forming approximately 63
percent of the total number unemployed,
we get the following:

For February 22, estimated total un-
employed of 5,530,000.

For March 1: 5,560,000.

For March 8: 5,556,000.

With the passage of time, as the num-
ber of those who have exhausted their
claims to standard benefits increases,
one would expect that the ratio of the
insured unemployed to the total number
of unemployed would diminish, and that
instead of 63 percent, perhaps the figure
62 percent would be more appropriate.

If 62 percent is taken as the base,
it would give an estimated total unem-
ployment fisure of 5,645,000 for com-
pletely unemployed persons.

Mr, President, normally one would ex-
pect a decrease in unemployment be-
tween the middle of February and the
middle of March, because of the seasonal
pickup which generally occurs at this
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time. For example, in 1956 the March
figure for unemployment was 80,000 less
than the February figure; and in 1957,
the March figure was 239,000 less than
the February figure.

It was this usual, seasonal pickup in
employment and corresponding decrease
in unemployment that the President’s
advisers were apparently relying on
when they got him to issue his state-
ment that March would be the beginning
of the end of unemployment.

Of course we do not yet have the
figures for March 15; but 3 of the
4 weeks have passed, and the total
unemployment has probably increased
from 5,200,000 to somewhere hetween 5,-
400,000 and 5,650,000; or in 3 weeks
the unemployment has increased from
200,000 to 450,000, instead of diminish-
ing by the usual, seasonal figure of be=
tween 80,000 and 240,000.

A big pickup in employment and a de-
crease in unemployment would have to
have occurred between March 8 and
March 15, in order to bring down the
March figure to even an equality with
the February figure.

Next week, on the basis of my material
on insured unemployment, I shall make
an estimate of what the total unem-
ployment will be for March 15. I can
only say that on the basis of the figures
to date—up to March 8—there has been
an appreciable inerease in unemploy-
ment, instead of the usual, seasonal de-
crease in unemployment.

This raises the question as to what
the administration is waiting for. The
weekly figures are in. We know that the
economy is drifting downward. Why
wait another 3 weeks to find out what
should be apparent to anyone who has
a pencil and can collect figures from
the various State employment agencies?

It will be interesting to see what statis-
tics the Bureau of Labor issues tomorrow
on the number of insured unemployed.
I estimate it will be around 3,500,000, and
that, on the basis of that number of
3,500,000, the total unemployment figure
for the 8th of March will be somewhere
between 5.4 million and 5.65 million, and
that the most probable figure will be
something over 5% million, instead of
the 5,200,000 as of the 15th of February.

Mr. President, I do not get any joy
out of quoting these figures. I regret as
much as anyone that the economy is
drifting downward. But I have always
maintained that one should face facts.
It so happens that the formula I have
used has been proved correct in every
instance this winter.

I urge, therefore, that the administra-
tion not wait any longer; that every day
of delay may cause us more trouble; that
the country needs action, and needs ac-
tion now.

SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF UNITED
STATES ESCAPEE PROGRAM

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
wish to bring to the attention of the
Senate the fact that this Friday, March
21, will be the sixth anniversary of the
United States escapee program.

The escapee program—USEP, it is
called—is one of which all Americans
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should be informed, one of which any
American can be proud.

So long as the world is divided, half
free and half slave, men will be drawn
to freedom, and will risk their lives to
reach it. But 6 years ago those who had
risked their lives to reach freedom from
behind the Iron Curtain faced a des-
perate situation. Arriving destitute, in
totally strange lands, they found loecal
authorities unable to care for them, and
it seemed that the new life they had fled
to was one of misery and despair, Their
disillusionment was being effectively ex-
ploited by Communist propaganda.

Then in March of 1952, President Tru-
man announced the escapee program,
the response of all the American people
to this great need.

These men and women—

He said—
friends of freedom—ask only for an oppor-
tunity to play a useful role in the fight for

freedom. It is the responsibility of the Free
World to provide this opportunity.

In the years since, this program has, T
believe, given aid, hope, and confidence
to more than 315,000 escapees from
communism through reception, interim
care and maintenance, and resettlement
assistance,

I congratulate those who are in charge
of administering this most excellent and
vital program, I wish them every suc-
cess in their further efforts, and I know
we all hope that the day may come when
freedom will go increasingly to the en-
slaved peoples, so that men will no longer
be required to risk their lives in order
to flee to freedom.

I turn now to another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California.

PROPOSED SUMMIT MEETING

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
there has been considerable discussion in
recent months over the Soviet Union’s
proposals urging another summit meet-
ing. The position of this Government
has been in the past, and continues to be,
that this country will participate in high-
level meetings with the Soviet Union if
there is an assurance that serious efforts
will be made to reach agreement on some
of the grave problems of international
concern.

In Belgrade this past week Yugoslavia's
Tito attacked the western countries and
the United States in a public speech for
attempting to sabotage the proposed
summit conference. Marshal Tito also
stated that he was happy with the Soviet
proposals for the summit conference.

Mr. President, if there was ever any
doubt in the minds of reasonable people
on where the self-interest of Marshal
Tito really lies, these recent pro-Soviet
remarks of his should remove their mis-
understanding. The Communist Gov-
ernment of Yugoslavia under Tito has
constantly sided with the Soviet bloc in
voting against the interests of a Free
World on fundamental matters of prin-
ciple that have arisen in the United Na-
tions in the past several years.

This is the same Marshal Tito to whose
government the citizens and taxpayers of
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the United States have contributed
nearly $114 billion of assistance in our
foreign-aid programs.

HOUSE AMENDMENTS TO SENATE
JOINT RESOLUTION 162, FREEZING
SUPPORT PRICES

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on behalf
of the distinguished majority leader, I
desire to announce that if the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry should desire to bring before
the Senate for its consideration tomor-
row the motion to agree to the House
amendments to Senate Joint Resolution
162, it would be in order to do so to-
INOITOW.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President,
that matter has not been discussed with
me. I should like to withhold consent
at this time. I think we should have
additional notice, because there are Sen-
ators who have not been advised that
such consideration might be had.

Mr. GORE. It was not my intention
to ask consent, but merely to call it to
the attention of the Senate and make
it a matter of record, so that Senators
might be on notice that it might be in
order to obtain consent of the distin-
guished minority leader tomorrow.

Mr. ENOWLAND. It would be my
hope that the matter would not be taken
up tomorrow, for reasons of which the
majority leader has been advised.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 1984) to provide for the
transfer of the Civil Service Commission
Building in the District of Columbia to
the Smithsonian Institution to house
certain art collections of the Smithso-
nian Institution.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10881)
making supplemental appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and
for other purposes; agreed to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr. CanvoN, Mr. THOMAS,
Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. RooNEY, Mr. TABER,
Mr. H. CarL ANDERSEN, and Mr.
CLEVENGER Were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills:

8.235. An act to Increase from $50 to 875
per month the amount of benefits payable
to widows of certain former employees of
the Lighthouse Service;

8.2120. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, rehabilitate,
operate, and maintain the lower Rio Grande
rehabilitation project, Texas, Mercedes divi-
sion; and

B.3418. An act to stimulate residential
construction,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

RECESS TO 11 A, M. TOMORROW

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, pursuant
to the order previously entered, I move
that the Senate stand in recess until 11
o’clock a. m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 18 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being, under the
order previously entered, until tomor-
row, Friday, March 21, 1958, at 11 o'clock
a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 20 (legislative day of
March 17), 1958:

IN THE ARMY

Maj. Gen. John Honeycutt Hinrichs, 017174,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U. 8, Army), for appointment as Chief of
Ordnance, United States Army and as major
general in the Regular Army of the Unilted
States, under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, section 3036.

The following-named officer for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
Btates, under the provisions of title 10, United
States Code, sections 3284 and 3306:

TO BE BRIGADIER GENERAL, MEDICAL CORPS

Brig. Gen. Clement Franklin St. John,
018258, Army of the United States (colonel,
Medical Corps, U. 5. Army).

The following-named officer for temporary
appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grade indicated under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3442 and 3447:

TO BE MAJOR GENERAL

Brig. Gen. Charles Edward Beauchamp,
018238, Army of the United States (colonel,
U. 8. Army).

The officer named herein for appointment
as a Reserve commissioned officer of the Army
under the provisions of title 10, United Btates
Code, section 503 (a):

TO BE MAJOR GENERAL

Brig. Gen. Willlam Henry Abendroth,
0245799, National Guard of the United States.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuurspay, Marca 20, 1958

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

Zechariah 4: 6: Not by might, nor by
power, but by My spirit, saith the Lord
of hosts.

Almighty God, may we be numbered
among those who daily walk in the ways
of godliness and goodness, meeting our
most arduous tasks with faith and forti-
tude.

We humbly acknowledge that so fre-
quently we are tempted to feel that our
longings and struggles for peace on
earth and good will among men are
futile,

Grant unto us a greater confidence in
the glorious prediction that the day is
coming when men shall beat their swords
into plowshares and their spears into
pruning hooks and all shall know Thee.

May we find our help and hope, our
calmness and courage in the eonquering
love and spirit of the Lord of hosts,
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To Thy name we ascribe all the praise.
Amen.,

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Me-~
Gown, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
?ﬁm a bill of the House of the following

e:

H. R.7226. An act to clarify the application
of navigation rules for the Great Lakes and
their connecting and tributary waters, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H. R. 5836) entitled “An act to
readjust postal rates and to establish a
Congressional policy for the determina-
tion of postal rates, and for other pur-
poses,” disagreed to by the House; agrees
to the conference asked by the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. JounsTON of
South Carolina, Mr. MONRONEY, and Mr.
CarLsoN to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H. R. 10843) entitled “An act to
amend section 114 of the Soil Bank Act
with respect to compliance with corn
acreage allotments,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. JoHNsToN of South
Carolina, Mr. HoLrLaND, Mr. ATkKeN, and
Mr. Younc to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5822) entitled “An act to amend section
406 (b) of “he Civil Aeronautics Act of
1938 with respect to the reinvestment by
air carriers of the proceeds from the sale
or other disposition of certain operating
property and equipment. 3

NO FEDERAL ATD NEEDED NOW

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objeection.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, the per-
sonal income of Americans during Feb-
ruary 1958 was the highest in the history
of the Nation for this month of the year.
Commerce Department figures show
that personal income this February was
at an annual rate of $341.8 billion, com-
pared to $338.5 billion during February
of 1957, and $317.1 billion during Feb-
ruary of 1956.

Now I want to tell a story.

A friend of mine used to tell about a
hard working not too well educated fel-
low who, through diligence and hard
work, became a considerable success in
the hamburger business. As he pros-
pered, full of confidence, he plowed his




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-21T16:52:49-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




